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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT

No. 16-60312

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INCORPORATED,
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Certified order issued Aug 12, 2016
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, -\»j:ﬁh W Bnuts
Clerk, U.S. Court of Appeals, Fifth Circuit
Respondent

Petition for Review of an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board

CLERK'S OFFICE:
Case number 16-60312 is transferred as of August 12, 2016, to the
United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit.

LYLE W. CAYCE

Clerk of the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit
QoA Sraoitlen

By:
Cindy M. Broadhead, Deputy Clerk
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EXHIBIT 1

BOARD’S DECISION AND ORDER DATED MAY 18, 2016
20-CA-139745, 363 NLRB NO. 195
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NOTICE: This opinion is subject to formal revision before publication in the
bound volumes of NLRB decisions. Readers are requested to notify the Ex-
ecutive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board, Washington, D.C.
20570, of any typographical or other formal errors so that corrections can
be included in the bound volumes.

Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. and The Committee to Pre-
serve the Religious Right to Organize. Case 20—
CA-139745

May 18, 2016
DECISION AND ORDER

BY CHAIRMAN PEARCE AND MEMBERS MISCIMARRA
AND MCFERRAN

On September 8, 2015, Administrative Law Judge El-
eanor Laws issued the attached decision. The Respond-
ent filed exceptions and a supporting brief. The General
Counsel filed an answering brief, and the Respondent
filed a reply brief. The General Counsel and the Charg-
ing Party each filed cross exceptions and a supporting
brief. The Respondent filed answering briefs, and the
General Counsel and the Charging Party filed reply
briefs.!

The National Labor Relations Board has delegated its
authority in this proceeding to a three-member panel.

The judge found, applying the Board’s decisions in D.
R. Horton, 357 NLRB 2277 (2012), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir. 2013), and Murphy Oil
US4, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72 (2014), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 808 F.3d. 1013 (5th Cir. 2015), that the Re-
spondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by maintain-
ing and enforcing an arbitration agreement that requires
employees, as a condition of employment, to waive their
rights to pursue class or collective actions involving em-
ployment-related claims in all forums, whether arbitral or
judicial. The judge also found that maintaining the arbi-
tration agreement violated Section 8(a)(1) because em-
ployees reasonably would believe that it bars or restricts
their right to file unfair labor practice charges with the
Board.

The Board has considered the decision and the record
in light of the exceptions and briefs,? and we affirm the

! In addition, pursuant to Reliant Energy, 339 NLRB 66 (2003), the
Charging Party filed a postbrief letter calling the Board’s attention to
recent case authority.

On January 29, 2016, the Charging Party filed a “motion to allow
oral argument and suggestion for public notice.” The Respondent’s
exceptions also requested oral argument. We deny the Charging Par-
ty’s motion, and the Respondent’s request, as the record, exceptions,
and briefs adequately present the issues and positions of the parties.

2 We find no merit in the Charging Party’s cross-exceptions, which
raise substantive arguments that are wholly outside the scope of the
General Counsel’s complaint. It is well settled that a charging party
cannot enlarge upon or change the General Counsel’s theory of a case.
Kimtruss Corp., 305 NLRB 710 (1991). Likewise, we reject the Charg-
ing Party’s argument that the judge improperly approved the joint mo-
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judge’s rulings, findings and conclusions,” and adopt the
recommended Order as modified and set forth in full
below.*

tion of the General Counsel and the Respondent for her to resolve the
case on a stipulated record. The stipulated record includes sufficient
evidence to evaluate the complaint, and the additional evidence that the
Charging Party sought to introduce exceeded the scope of the General
Counsel’s theory.

* In adopting the judge’s conclusions that the Respondent violated
Sec. 8(a)(1) by maintaining and enforcing its Agreement, we do not
rely on her findings that: (1) the burden was on the Respondent to show
that its Agreement was subject to the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA);
(2) the Respondent failed to show that its Agreement affected com-
merce within the meaning of the FAA; and (3) the Respondent’s team
truckdrivers were exempt from the FAA. We may assume for purposes
of this case that the FAA is applicable because, consistent with our
decisions in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil, supra, “[f]inding a mandato-
ry arbitration agreement unlawful under the National Labor Relations
Act, insofar as it precludes employees from bringing joint, class, or
collective workplace claims in any forum, does not conflict with the
Federal Arbitration Act or undermine its policies.” Murphy Oil, 361
NLRB 72, slip op. at 6, citing D. R. Horton, supra, 357 NLRB at 2283—
2288.

To the extent the Respondent argues that plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz
were not engaged in concerted activity in filing their class action wage
and hour lawsuits in the United States District Court for the Central
District of California and the Eastern District of California, respective-
ly, we reject that argument. As the Board made clear in Beyoglu, 362
NLRB No. 152 (2015), “the filing of an employment-related class or
collective action by an individual is an attempt to initiate, to induce, or
to prepare for group action and is therefore conduct protected by Sec-
tion 7.” Id., slip op. at 2. See also D. R. Horton, supra, 357 NLRB at
2279.

Our dissenting colleague, relying on his dissenting position in Mur-
phy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2015), would find that
the Respondent’s arbitration Agreement does not violate Sec. 8(a)(1).
He observes that the Act does not “dictate” any particular procedures
for the litigation of non-NLRA claims, and “creates no substantive right
for employees to insist on class-type treatment” of such claims. This is
all surely correct, as the Board has previously explained in Murphy Oil,
above, slip op. at 2, and Bristol Farms, 363 NLRB No. 45, slip op. at 2
& fn. 2 (2015). But what our colleague ignores is that the Act “does
create a right to pursue joint, class, or collective claims if and as avail-
able, without the interference of an employer-imposed restraint.” Mur-
phy Oil, above, slip op. at 2 (emphasis in original). The Respondent’s
Agreement is just such an unlawful restraint.

Likewise, for the reasons explained in Murphy Oil and Bristol
Farms, there is no merit to our colleague’s view that finding the
Agreement unlawful runs afoul of employees” Sec. 7 right to “refrain
from” engaging in protected concerted activity. See Murphy Oil,
above, slip op. at 18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. at 3. Nor is he
correct in insisting that Sec. 9(a) of the Act requires the Board to permit
individual employees to prospectively waive their Sec. 7 right to en-
gage in concerted legal activity. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 17—
18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. at 2.

We also reject the position of our dissenting colleague that the Re-
spondent’s motions to compel arbitration were protected by the First
Amendment’s Petition Clause. In Bill Johnson’s Restaurants v. NLRB,
461 U.S. at 747, the Court identified two situations in which a lawsuit
enjoys no such protection: where the action is beyond a State court’s
jurisdiction because of federal preemption, and where “a suit . . . has an
objective that is illegal under federal law.” 461 U.S. at 737 fn. 5. Thus,
the Board may properly restrain litigation efforts that have the illegal
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AMENDED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Substitute the following for Conclusion of Law 3: “3.
The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) when it en-
forced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation that
Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz brought against the Respond-
ent.”

ORDER

The National Labor Relations Board orders that the
Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement
that employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
the right to file charges with the National Labor Rela-
tions Board.

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires employees, as a condition of
employment, to waive the right to maintain class or col-
lective actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

(c) In any like or related manner interfering with, re-
straining, or coercing employees in the exercise of the
rights guaranteed to them by Section 7 of the Act.

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to
effectuate the policies of the Act.

objective of limiting employees’ Sec. 7 rights and enforcing an unlaw-
ful contractual provision (such as the Respondent’s motions to compel
arbitration in the underlying wage and hour lawsuits here), even if the
litigation was otherwise meritorious or reasonable. See Murphy Oil,
supra, slip op. at 20-21; Convergys Corp., 363 NLRB No. 51, slip op.
at 2 fn. 5 (2015).

Finally, we disagree with our dissenting colleague’s conclusion that
the Respondent’s Agreement does not unlawfully interfere with em-
ployees’ right to file unfair labor practice charges with the Board. We
note that our colleague repeats an argument previously made, that an
individual arbitration agreement lawfully may require the arbitration of
unfair labor practice claims if the agreement reserves to employees the
right to file charges with the Board. As explained in Ralphs Grocery,
363 NLRB No. 128, slip op. at 3, that argument is at odds with well-
established Board law.

* We reject the Charging Party’s request that we impose additional
remedies on the Respondent, as the Charging Party has not shown that
the remedies set forth in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil are insufficient
to remedy the Respondent’s violations.

We have amended the judge’s conclusions of law to reflect that fact
that Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz, and not the Charging Party, filed the
lawsuits against the Respondent; and we have corrected the Order to
reflect the appropriate regional office and to conform to the Board’s
standard remedial language. Because the courts granted the Respond-
ent’s motions to compel individual arbitration and the lawsuits are no
longer pending, we find it unnecessary to order the Respondent, as in
Murphy Oil (slip op. at 21-22), to remedy the Sec. 8(a)(1) enforcement
violation by notifying the court that it no longer opposes the lawsuits
filed by Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz. We have also substituted the at-
tached notices for those of the administrative law judge.

(a) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear
to employees that the arbitration agreement does not con-
stitute a waiver of their right to maintain employment-
related joint, class, or collective actions in all forums,
and that it does not restrict employees’ right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if re-
vised, provide them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) In the manner set forth in the remedy section of the
judge’s decision, reimburse Maribel Ortiz and any other
plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-
01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.) and Jeremy Fardig and any
other plaintiffs in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.) for reasonable attor-
neys’ fees and litigation expenses that they may have
incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motions to dis-
miss the collective lawsuits and compel individual arbi-
tration.

(d) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at
all facilities in California the attached notice marked
“Appendix A,” and at all other facilities employing cov-
ered employees, copies of the attached notice marked
“Appendix B.”” Copies of the notices, on forms provid-
ed by the Regional Director for Region 20, after being
signed by the Respondent’s authorized representative,
shall be posted by the Respondent and maintained for 60
consecutive days in conspicuous places including all
places where notices to employees are customarily post-
ed. In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the
notices shall be distributed electronically, such as by
email, posting on an intranet or an internet site, and/or
other electronic means, if the Respondent customarily
communicates with its employees by such means. Rea-
sonable steps shall be taken by the Respondent to ensure
that the notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by
any other material. In the event that, during the penden-
cy of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceed-
ings, the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own
expense, a copy of the notice to all current employees
and former employees employed by the Respondent at
any time since April 28, 2014, and any former employees
against whom the Respondent has enforced its mandato-
ry arbitration agreement since April 28, 2014. If the Re-

> If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of
appeals, the words in the notices reading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board.”
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spondent has gone out of business or closed any facilities
other than the one involved in these proceedings, the
Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense,
a copy of the notice marked Appendix B” to all current
employees and former employees employed by the Re-
spondent at those facilities at any time since April 28,
2014.

(e) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file
with the Regional Director for Region 20 a sworn certifi-
cation of a responsible official on a form provided by the
Region attesting to the steps that the Respondent has
taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18, 2016

Mark Gaston Pearce, Chairman

Lauren McFerran, Member

(SEAL) NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

MEMBER MISCIMARRA, dissenting.

In this case, my colleagues find that the Respondent’s
Mutual Arbitration Agreement (Agreement) violates Sec-
tion 8(a)(1) of the National Labor Relations Act (the Act
or NLRA) because the Agreement waives the right to
participate in class or collective actions regarding non-
NLRA employment claims. Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy
Fardig, and other employees each signed the Agreement.
Later, Ortiz filed a lawsuit against the Respondent in
federal court asserting class and representative claims for
violations of federal and state wage and hour laws. In
reliance on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a mo-
tion to compel individual arbitration, which the court
granted. Fardig and other employees also filed a class
action lawsuit against the Respondent in federal court
alleging violations of wage and hour laws. Again relying
on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a motion to
compel individual arbitration, which the court granted.
My colleagues find that the Respondent thereby unlaw-
fully enforced its Agreement. I respectfully dissent from
these findings for the reasons explained in my partial
dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil USA, Inc." 1 also dis-
sent from my colleagues’ finding that the Agreement

' 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2014) (Member Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). The Board majority’s holding in Murphy Oil inval-
idating class-action waiver agreements was denied enforcement by the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Murphy Oil USA, Inc. v. NLRB,
808 F.3d 1013 (5th Cir. 2015).

interferes with the right of employees to file charges with
the Board.

1. The “Class Action” Waiver. 1 agree that an em-
ployee may engage in “concerted” activities for “mutual
aid or protection” in relation to a claim asserted under a
statute other than NLRA.”> However, Section 8(a)(1) of
the Act does not vest authority in the Board to dictate
any particular procedures pertaining to the litigation of
non-NLRA claims, nor does the Act render unlawful
agreements in which employees waive class-type treat-
ment of non-NLRA claims. To the contrary, as dis-
cussed in my partial dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil,
NLRA Section 9(a) protects the right of every employee
as an “individual” to “present” and “adjust” grievances
“at any time.”™ This aspect of Section 9(a) is reinforced
by Section 7 of the Act, which protects each employee’s
right to “refrain from” exercising the collective rights
enumerated in Section 7. Thus, I believe it is clear that
(i) the NLRA creates no substantive right for employees
to insist on class-type treatment of non-NLRA claims;’
(i1) a class-waiver agreement pertaining to non-NLRA

% I agree that non-NLRA claims can give rise to “concerted” activi-
ties engaged in by two or more employees for the “purpose” of “mutual
aid or protection,” which would come within the protection of NLRA
Sec. 7. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 23-25 (Member Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). However, the existence or absence of Sec. 7 protec-
tion does not depend on whether non-NLRA claims are pursued as a
class or collective action, but on whether Sec. 7’s statutory require-
ments are met—an issue separate and distinct from whether an individ-
ual employee chooses to pursue a claim as a class or collective action.
Id.; see also Beyoglu, 362 NLRB No. 152, slip op. at 4-5 (2015)
(Member Miscimarra, dissenting).

> Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 30-34 (Member Miscimarra, dis-
senting in part). Sec. 9(a) states: “Representatives designated or se-
lected for the purposes of collective bargaining by the majority of the
employees in a unit appropriate for such purposes, shall be the exclu-
sive representatives of all the employees in such unit for the purposes
of collective bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of
employment, or other conditions of employment: Provided, That any
individual employee or a group of employees shall have the right at any
time to present grievances to their employer and to have such griev-
ances adjusted, without the intervention of the bargaining representa-
tive, as long as the adjustment is not inconsistent with the terms of a
collective-bargaining contract or agreement then in effect: Provided
further, That the bargaining representative has been given opportunity
to be present at such adjustment” (emphasis added). The Act’s legisla-
tive history shows that Congress intended to preserve every individual
employee’s right to “adjust” any employment-related dispute with his
or her employer. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 31-32 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part).

* When courts have jurisdiction over non-NLRA claims that are po-
tentially subject to class treatment, the availability of class-type proce-
dures does not rise to the level of a substantive right. See D. R. Horton,
Inc. v. NLRB, 737 F.3d 344, 362 (5th Cir. 2013) (“The use of class
action procedures . . . is not a substantive right.”) (citations omitted),
petition for rehearing en banc denied No. 12-60031 (5th Cir. 2014);
Deposit Guaranty National Bank v. Roper, 445 U.S. 326, 332 (1980)
(“[T]he right of a litigant to employ Rule 23 is a procedural right only,
ancillary to the litigation of substantive claims.”).
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claims does not infringe on any NLRA rights or obliga-
tions, which has prompted the overwhelming majority of
courts to reject the Board’s position regarding class-
waiver agreements;’ and (iii) enforcement of a class-
action waiver as part of an arbitration agreement is also
warranted by the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA).® Alt-
hough questions may arise regarding the enforceability
of particular agreements that waive class or collective
litigation of non-NLRA claims, I believe these questions
are exclusively within the province of the court or other
tribunal that, unlike the NLRB, has jurisdiction over such
claims.

Because I believe the Respondent’s Agreement was
lawful under the NLRA, I would find it was similarly
lawful for the Respondent to file motions in federal court
seeking to enforce the Agreement. It is relevant that the
federal courts that had jurisdiction over the non-NLRA
claims granted the Respondent’s motions to compel arbi-
tration. That the Respondent’s motions were reasonably
based is also supported by court decisions that have en-
forced similar agreements.” As the Fifth Circuit recently
observed after rejecting (for the second time) the Board’s
position regarding the legality of class-waiver agree-
ments: “[I]t is a bit bold for [the Board] to hold that an
employer who followed the reasoning of our D. R. Hor-

* The Fifth Circuit has repeatedly denied enforcement of Board or-
ders invalidating a mandatory arbitration agreement that waived class-
type treatment of non-NLRA claims. See, e.g., Murphy Oil, Inc., USA
v. NLRB, above; D. R. Horton, Inc. v. NLRB, above. The overwhelm-
ing majority of courts considering the Board’s position have likewise
rejected it. See Murphy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part); id., slip op. at 36 fn. 5 (Member John-
son, dissenting) (collecting cases); see also Patterson v. Raymours
Furniture Co., Inc., 96 F. Supp. 3d 71 (S.D.N.Y. 2015); Nanavati v.
Adecco USA, Inc., 99 F. Supp. 3d 1072 (N.D. Cal. 2015), motion to
certify for interlocutory appeal denied 2015 WL 4035072 (N.D. Cal.
June 30, 2015); Brown v. Citicorp Credit Services, Inc., No. 1:12-cv-
00062-BLW, 2015 WL 1401604 (D. Idaho Mar. 25, 2015) (granting
reconsideration of prior determination that class waiver in arbitration
agreement violated NLRA); but see Totten v. Kellogg Brown & Root,
LLC, No. ED CV 14-1766 DMG (DTBx), 2016 WL 316019 (C.D. Cal.
Jan. 22,2016).

® Because my colleagues do not rely on the judge’s findings regard-
ing the FAA’s application to the Agreement, I do not address them
either. However, I disagree with my colleagues’ assertion that, assum-
ing the FAA applies here, finding an arbitration agreement that contains
a class-action waiver unlawful under the NLRA does not conflict with
the FAA. For the reasons expressed in my Murphy Oil partial dissent
and those thoroughly explained in former Member Johnson’s dissent in
Murphy Oil, the FAA requires that arbitration agreements be enforced
according to their terms. Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part); id., slip op. at 49—58 (Member Johnson,
dissenting).

7 See, e.g., Murphy Oil, Inc., USA v. NLRB, above; Johnmohammadi
v. Bloomingdale’s, 755 F.3d 1072 (9th Cir. 2014); D. R. Horton, Inc. v.
NLRB, above; Sutherland v. Ernst & Young LLP, 726 F.3d 290 (2d Cir.
2013); Owen v. Bristol Care, Inc., 702 F.3d 1050 (8th Cir. 2013).

ton decision had no basis in fact or law or an ‘illegal ob-
jective’ in doing so. The Board might want to strike a
more respectful balance between its views and those of
circuit courts reviewing its orders.” 1 also believe that
any Board finding of a violation based on the Respond-
ent’s meritorious federal court motions to compel arbitra-
tion would improperly risk infringing on the Respond-
ent’s rights under the First Amendment’s Petition Clause.
See Bill Johnson’s Restaurants v. NLRB, 461 U.S. 731
(1983); BE & K Construction Co. v. NLRB, 536 U.S. 516
(2002); see also my partial dissent in Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 33-35. Finally, for similar
reasons, I do not believe the Board can properly require
the Respondent to reimburse Ortiz, Fardig, or any other
plaintiffs for their attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
in the circumstances presented here. Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 35.

2. Interference with NLRB Charge Filing. 1 disagree
with the judge’s finding and my colleagues’ conclusion
that the Agreement violates Section 8(a)(1) by interfering
with NLRB charge filing. The Agreement requires arbi-
tration of all employment-related disputes, including
those arising under the NLRA,’ but expressly states that
employees “are not giving up any substantive rights un-
der federal, state, or municipal law (including the right to

file claims with federal, state, or municipal government

agencies)” (emphasis added). The judge found that alt-
hough the Agreement does not preclude filing a charge
with an administrative agency, the Agreement is unlaw-
ful because it requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Act. However, for the reasons
stated in my separate opinion in Rose Group d/b/a Ap-
plebee’s Restaurant, 363 NLRB No. 75, slip op. at 3-5
(2015) (Member Miscimarra, concurring in part and dis-
senting in part), [ believe that an agreement may lawfully
provide for the arbitration of NLRA claims, and such an
agreement does not unlawfully interfere with Board
charge filing, at least where the agreement expressly pre-
serves the right to file claims or charges with the Board
or, more generally, with administrative agencies. The
Agreement preserves this right.

8 Murphy Oil, Inc., USA v. NLRB, 808 F.3d at 1021.

° The Agreement requires that “any dispute, demand, claim, contro-
versy, cause of action or suit . . . that in any way arises out of, involves,
or relates to Employee’s employment . . . shall be submitted to and
settled by final and binding arbitration.” The only claims to which the
Agreement does not apply are “claims for benefits under unemploy-
ment compensation laws or workers’ compensation laws.”
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Accordingly, I respectfully dissent.
Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18, 2016

Philip A. Miscimarra, Member

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

APPENDIX A

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employees for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or coerce you in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

WE WILL reimburse Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy Fardig, and
any other plaintiffs for reasonable attorneys’ fees and
litigation expenses that they may have incurred in oppos-
ing our motions to dismiss their collective wage claims
and compel individual arbitration.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found
at www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the
QR code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of
the decision from the Executive Secretary, National La-
bor Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employees for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or coerce you in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.
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WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Board’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—-139745 or by using the QR
code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the
decision from the Executive Secretary, National Labor
Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

Yasmin Macariola, Esq., for the General Counsel.

Frank Birchfield, Esq., and Christopher C. Murray, Esq., for
the Respondent.

David Rosenfeld, Esq. for the Charging Party.

DECISION

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ELEANOR LAWS, Administrative Law Judge. This case was
tried based on a joint motion and stipulation of facts I approved
on June 29, 2015. The charge in this proceeding was filed by
the Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize (the
Charging Party) on October 28, 2014, and a copy was served by
regular mail on Respondent, on October 29, 2014. The General
Counsel issued the original complaint on January 28, 2015, and
an amended complaint on April 9, 2015. Hobby Lobby, Inc.
(the Respondent or Company) filed timely answers denying all
material allegations and setting forth defenses.

On June 2, 2015, the General Counsel and the Respondent
filed a joint motion to submit a stipulated record to the Admin-
istrative Law Judge (Joint Motion). The Charging Party did not
join the Joint Motion. On June 3, I issued an order granting the
Charging Party until June 17, to file a response to the Joint
Motions, including any objections to it. On June 17, the Charg-
ing Party filed objections to the Joint Motion, and the General
Counsel and the Respondent, replied to the objections, respec-
tively, on June 23 and 24. I issued an order granting the Joint
Motion over the Charging Party’s objections on June 29."

! The June 3, 2015, order is hereby admitted into the record as ad-
ministrative law judge (ALJ) Exh. 1, the Charging Party’s June 17

The following issues are presented:

1. Whether the Respondent’s Mandatory Arbitration Agree-
ment (MAA) and related policies maintained by the Respond-
ent, which requires employees, as a condition of employment,
to waive their right to resolution of employment- related dis-
putes by collective or class action violates Section 8(a)(l) of
the National Labor Relations Act (the Act).

2. Whether the MAA maintained by the Respondent would
reasonably be read by employees to prohibit them from filing
unfair labor practice charges with the Board in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.

3. Whether the Respondent’s enforcement of the MAA
through its motions to compel arbitration in Jeremy Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVS-AN,
U.S.D.C., Central District of California; and Ortiz v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD, U.S.D.C.,
Eastern District Court of California, violates Section 8(a)( 1)
of the Act.

On the entire record, including my observation of the de-
meanor of the witnesses, and after considering the briefs filed
by the General Counsel, the Respondent, and the Charging
Party, I make the following

FINDINGS OF FACT

I. JURISDICTION

At all material times, the Respondent, an Oklahoma corpora-
tion with several stores throughout the State of California, in-
cluding one in Sacramento, California, has been engaged in
business as a retailer specializing in arts, crafts, hobbies, home
decor, holiday, and seasonal products. The parties admit, and I
find, that at all material times, Respondent has been an employ-
er engaged in commerce within the meaning of Section 2(2),
(6) and (7) of the Act.

II. FACTS

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby, is a national retailer of arts,
crafts, hobby supplies, home accents, holiday, and seasonal
products. It operates approximately 660 stores in 47 states.

The Respondent employs individuals in various job titles in-
cluding but not limited to the following: office clericals; securi-
ty staff; cashiers; stockers; floral designers; picture framers;
media buyers; craft designers; graphic & web designers; pro-
duction artists; video tutorial hosts; leave assistants; production
quality and compliance assistants; construction warehouse
workers; customer service representatives; industrial engineers;
inventory control specialists; maintenance technicians; pack-

response is admitted as ALJ Exh. 2, the General Counsel’s June 23
reply is admitted as ALJ Exh.t 3, and the Respondent’s June 24 reply is
admitted as ALJ Exh. 4. The following abbreviations are used for cita-
tions in this decision: “Jt. Mot.” for the General Counsel and Respond-
ent’s joint motion; “Jt. Exh.” for the exhibits attached to the joint mo-
tion; “GC Br.” for the General Counsel’s brief, “R Br.” for the Re-
spondents’ brief; and “CP Br.” for the Charging Party’s brief. Alt-
hough I have included several citations to the record to highlight par-
ticular exhibits, I emphasize that my findings and conclusions are based
not solely on the evidence specifically cited, but rather are based my
review and consideration of the entire record.
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ers/order pullers; photo editors; truck-trailer technicians; truck-
trailer technician trainees; social media writers; sales and use
tax accountants; and team truck drivers who transport Re-
spondent’s products across state lines. (Jt. Mot. § 4(a) &
4(b).)

Upon commencing employment, all employees receive a
copy of the Respondent’s employee handbook. There are two
different versions of the employee handbook—one for employ-
ees in California and one for employees outside of California.
Employees must sign in receipt of the handbook and agree to be
bound by its terms. The version applicable to employees in
California states™

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have received a
copy of the Company’s California Employee Handbook
(“Employee  Handbook™). I understand this Employee
Handbook contains important information on the Company’s
policies, procedures, and rules. It also contains my obliga-
tions as an employee.

I understand that this Employee Handbook replaces and su-
persedes any and all previous employee handbooks that I may
have received, or agreements or promises made by any repre-
sentative of the Company other than a Corporate Officer prior
to the date of my signature below, and that I cannot rely upon
any promises or representations made to me by anyone con-
cerning the terms and conditions of my employment that are
contrary to or inconsistent with this Employee Handbook, or
any subsequent written modifications or revisions to this Em-
ployee Handbook posted on the Company’s Employee Infor-
mation Boards.

I understand that my employment with the Company is condi-
tioned upon the contents of this Employee Handbook. I fur-
ther understand that, with the exception of the Submission of
Disputes to Binding Arbitration section of this Employee
Handbook and the Mutual Arbitration Agreement, the Com-
pany may alter, change, amend, rescind, or add to any poli-
cies, procedures, or rules set forth in this Employee Handbook
from time to time with or without prior notice. I further under-
stand that the Company will notify me of any material chang-
es to this Employee Handbook, and that, by continuing em-
ployment after being so notified of such changes, I
acknowledge, accept, and agree to such changes as a condi-
tion of my employment and continued employment.

I understand that the employment relationship between me
and the Company is at-will. I am employed on an at-will ba-
sis, as are all Company employees, and nothing to the contra-
ry stated anywhere in this Employee Handbook or by any
Company representative changes my or any employee’s at-
will status. I am free to resign at any time, for any reason, with
or without notice. Similarly, the Company is free to terminate
my employment at any time, for any reason, or for no reason
at all. I also understand that nothing in this Employee Hand-
book is to be construed as creating, whether by implication or
otherwise, any legal or contractual obligations or restrictions

? The acknowledgment of the handbook does not materially differ
for employees outside of California for purposes of this decision.

upon the Company’s ability to terminate me as an employee
at-will, for any reason at any time. Further, no person, other
than a Corporate Officer of the Company, may enter into any
written agreement amending this atwill employment policy or
otherwise alter the at-will employment status of any employ-
ee.

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have read and
understand the provisions of this Employee Handbook and
agree to abide by all Company policies, procedures, practices,
and rules.

Since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has maintained
the MAA in its employee handbook. The MAA requires em-
ployees to waive resolution of employment-related disputes by
class, representative or collective action or other otherwise
jointly with any other person. Since at least April 28, 2014, the
Respondent has required all of its employees to enter into the
MAA in order to obtain and maintain employment with the
Respondent. (Jt. Mot. § 4(e) & §4(i).)

The MAA provides, in relevant part:

This Mutual Arbitration Agreement (“Agreement”), by and
between the undersigned employee (“Employee”) and the
Company, is made in consideration for the continued at-will
employment of Employee, the benefits and compensation
provided by Company to Employee, and Employee’s and
Company ‘s mutual agreement to arbitrate as provided in this
Agreement. Employee and Company hereby agree that any
dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of action, or suit
(collectively referred to as “Dispute”) that Employee may
have, at any time following the acceptance and execution of
this Agreement, with or against Company, its affiliates, sub-
sidiaries, officers, directors, agents, attorneys, representatives,
and/or other employees, that in any way arises out of, in-
volves, or relates to Employee’s employment with Company
or the separation of Employee’s employment with Company
(including without limitation, all Disputes involving wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, . . . sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all Dis-
putes involving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers’ compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the opposition of
harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute in tort or contract), shall be submitted to and
settled by final and binding arbitration in the county and state
in which Employee is or was employed. Such arbitration shall
be conducted pursuant to the American Arbitration Associa-
tion’s National Rules for the Resolution of Employment Dis-
putes or the Institute for Christian Conciliation’s Rules of
Procedure for Christian Conciliation, then in effect, before an
arbitrator licensed to practice law in the state in which Em-
ployee is or was employed and who is experienced with em-
ployment law. . . . The parties agree that all Disputes contem-
plated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated with Employee
and Company as the only parties to the arbitration, and that no
Dispute contemplated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated, or
litigated in a court of law, as part of a class action, collective
action, or otherwise jointly with any third party. Prior to sub-
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mitting a Dispute to arbitration, the aggrieved party shall first
attempt to resolve the Dispute by notifying the other party in
writing of the Dispute. If the other party does not respond to
and resolve the Dispute within 10 days of receipt of the writ-
ten notification, the aggrieved party then may proceed to arbi-
tration. The parties agree that the decision of the arbitrator
shall be final and binding. Judgment on any award rendered
by an arbitrator may be entered and enforced in any court
having jurisdiction thereof.

This Agreement between Employee and Company to arbitrate
all employment-related Disputes includes, but is not limited
to, all Disputes under or involving Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Acts of 1866 and 1991,
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, the Americans
with Disabilities Act, the Family and Medical Leave Act, the
Fair Labor Standards Act, the Equal Pay Act, the Fair Credit
Act, the Employee Retirement Income Security Act, and all
other federal, state, and municipal statutes, regulations, codes,
ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regulate,
govern, cover, or relate to equal employment, wrongful ter-
mination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of pri-
vacy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious prosecu-
tion, defamation, negligence, personal injury, pain and suffer-
ing, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fiduciary
duty, sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination
based on any class protected by federal, state or municipal
law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
compensation, family or medical leave, health and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute in
tort or contract. This Agreement shall not apply to claims for
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation laws.

By agreeing to arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substantive rights
under federal, state, or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state; or municipal government agen-
cies). Rather, Employee and Company are mutually agreeing
to submit all Disputes contemplated in this Agreement to arbi-
tration, rather than to a court. Company shall bear the admin-
istrative costs and fees assessed by the arbitration provider se-
lected by Employee: either the American Arbitration Associa-
tion or the Institute for Christian Conciliation. Company shall
be solely responsible for paying the arbitrator’s fee. Except
for those Disputes involving statutory rights under which the
applicable statute may provide for an award of costs and at-
torney’s fees, each party to the arbitration shall be solely re-
sponsible for its own costs and attorney’s fees, if any, relating
to any Dispute and/or arbitration. Should any party institute
any action in a court of law or equity against the other party
with respect to any Dispute required to be arbitrated under this
Agreement, the responding party shall be entitled to recover
from the initiating party all costs, expenses, and attorney fees
incurred to enforce this Agreement and compel arbitration,
and all other damages resulting from or incurred as a result of
such court action.

Every individual who works for Company must have signed
and returned to his/her supervisor this Agreement to be eligi-
ble for employment and continued employment with Compa-
ny. Further, Employee’s employment or continued employ-
ment will evidence Employee’s acceptance of this Agree-
ment. Employee acknowledges and agrees that Company is
engaged in transactions involving interstate commerce, that
this Agreement evidences a transaction involving commerce,
and that this Agreement is subject to the Federal Arbitration
Act. If any specific provision of this Agreement is invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain
binding and enforceable. This Agreement constitutes the en-
tire mutual agreement to arbitrate between Employee and
Company and supersedes any and all prior or contemporane-
ous oral or written agreements or understandings regarding
the arbitration of employment-related Disputes. This Agree-
ment is not, and shall not be construed to create, a contract of
employment, express or implied, and shall not alter Employ-
ee’s at-will employment status.

Employee and Company acknowledge that they have read
this Mutual Arbitration Agreement, are giving up any right
they might have at any point to sue each other, are waiving
any right to a jury trial, and are knowingly and voluntarily
consenting to all terms and conditions set forth in this Agree-
ment.

(Jt. Exhs. I, J.) The MAA is also part of the application for
employment with the Respondent. (Jt. Exhs. K, L.) It has its
own signature requirement. The signed MAA is included in
each new employee’s “new employee packet” and is filed in the
employee’s personnel file. (Jt. Exhs. M—X.) During the period
of December 18, 2010 to December 18, 2014, Respondent hired
approximately 65,880 employees and re-hired approximately
6,324 employees for a total of approximately 72,204 recipients
of the MAA. (Jt. Mot. § 4(h).)

On December 3, 2013, the Respondent filed a motion in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Califor-
nia to dismiss individual and representative wage-related claims
a former employee had filed against it under California law, in
Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD
(E.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. Y; Jt. Mot. q5.) The Respondent moved,
in the alternative, pursuant to the Federal Arbitration Act
(FAA), to compel individual arbitration of plaintiff’s claims
under the MAA the plaintiff had signed when she began her
employment. (Jt. Exh. Y.)

On April 17, 2014, the Respondent filed a motion seeking to
dismiss a putative class action lawsuit filed by multiple em-
ployees alleging wage and hour claims against it under Califor-
nia law in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-
JVSAN (C.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. Z; Jt. Mot. q 5.) In the alternative,
pursuant to FAA, the Respondent moved to compel individual
arbitration under the MAAs signed by each named plaintiff.
(Joint Ex. 2Z.) On June 13, 2014, the U.S. District Court for
the Central District of California granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel individual arbitration under the MAA.
Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores Inc., 2014 WL 2810025 (C.D.
Cal. June 13, 2014). The Fardig court rejected the plaintiffs’
arguments that the MAA was unenforceable under California
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law and under the National Labor Relations Act pursuant to the
Board’s decision in D. R. Horton, Inc., 357 NLRB 2277 (2012),
enf. granted in part and denied in part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir.
2013).

On October 1, 2014, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of California in the Ortiz case granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel individual arbitration under the MAA. Ortiz
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 52 F.Supp. 3d 1070 (E.D. Cal.
2015). The court considered the Board’s decision in D. R. Hor-
ton, and concluded its reasoning conflicted with the FAA and
the Supreme Court’s decision in AT&T Mobility LLC v. Con-
cepcion, 131 S.Ct. 1740 (2011).

III. DECISION AND ANALYSIS

A. The MAA’s Prohibition on Class and Collective
Legal Claims

Complaint paragraphs 4(a), (c), (d), and 5 allege that, at all
material times since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has
maintained the MAA, which requires employees to waive their
right to resolution of employment-related disputes by collective
or class action, as a condition of employment, in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.

Under Section 8(a)(1), it is an unfair labor practice for an
employer to interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in the
exercise of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. The
rights guaranteed in Section 7 include the right “to form, join or
assist labor organizations, to bargain collectively through repre-
sentatives of their own choosing, and to engage in other con-
certed activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or
other mutual aid or protection . ..”

1. Application of D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil

When evaluating whether a rule, including a mandatory arbi-
tration agreement, violates Section 8(a)(1), the Board applies
the test set forth in Lutheran Heritage Village-Livonia, 343
NLRB 646 (2004).*> See U-Haul Co. of California, 347 NLRB
375, 377 (2006), enfd. 255 Fed.Appx. 527 (D.C. Cir. 2007); D.
R. Horton, supra. Under Lutheran Heritage, the first inquiry is
whether the rule explicitly restricts activities protected by Sec-
tion 7. If it does, the rule is unlawful. If it does not, “the viola-
tion is dependent upon a showing of one of the following: (1)
employees would reasonably construe the language to prohibit
Section 7 activity; (2) the rule was promulgated in response to
union activity; or (3) the rule has been applied to restrict the
exercise of Section 7 rights.” Lutheran Heritage at 647.

Because the MAA explicitly prohibits employees from pur-
suing employment-related claims on a class or collective basis,
I find it violates Section 8(a)(1). The right to pursue concerted
legal action, including class complaints, addressing wages,
hours, and working conditions falls within Section 7’s protec-
tions. See, e.g., Murphy Oil USA, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72
(2014); D. R. Horton, supra;4 see also Eastex, Inc. v. NLRB,

* The Charging Party argues that Lutheran Heritage should be over-
ruled. Any arguments regarding the legal integrity of Board precedent,
however, are properly addressed to the Board.

* The Board in Murphy Oil reexamined D. R. Horton, and deter-
mined that its reasoning and results were correct.

437 U.S. 556, 566 (1978)(Section 7 protects employee efforts
seeking “to improve working conditions through resort to ad-
ministrative and judicial forums; Spandsco Oil & Royalty Co.,
42 NLRB 942, 948-949 (1942); Salt River Valley Water Users
Assn., 99 NLRB 849, 853-854 (1952), enfd. 206 F.2d 325 (9th
Cir. 1953); Brady v. National Football League, 644 F.3d 661,
673 (8th Cir. 2011) (“lawsuit filed in good faith by a group of
employees to achieve more favorable terms or conditions of
employment is ‘concerted activity’ under §7 of the National
Labor Relations Act.”); Trinity Trucking & Materials Corp. v.
NLRB, 567 F.2d 391 (7th Cir. 1977) (mem. disp.), cert. denied,
438 U.S. 914 (1978). Accordingly, an employer rule or policy
that interferes with such actions violates Section 8(a)(1). D. R.
Horton, supra.; Murphy Oil, supra; See also Chesapeake Ener-
gy Corp., 362 NLRB No. 80 (2015); Cellular Sales of Missouri,
362 NLRB No. 27 (2015); The Neiman Marcus Group, Inc.,
362 NLRB No. 157 (2015); Countrywide Financial Corp., 362
NLRB No. 165 (2015); PJ Cheese Inc., 362 NLRB No. 177
(2015); Leslie’s Pool Mart, Inc., 362 NLRB No. 184 (2015);
On Assignment Staffing Services, 362 NLRB No. 189 (2015).

The Respondent propounds numerous arguments as to why
D. R. Horton and its progeny should be overturned.’ (R Br. 6—
48.) I am, however, required to follow Board precedent, unless
and until it is overruled by the United States Supreme Court.’
See Gas Spring Co., 296 NLRB 84, 97 (1989) (citing, inter alia,
Insurance Agents International Union, 119 NLRB 768 (1957),
revd. 260 F.2d 736 (D.C. Cir. 1958), affd. 361 U.S. 477
(1960)), enfd. 908 F.2d 966 (4th Cir. 1990), cert. denied 498
U.S. 1084 (1991). Applying the above-cited Board precedent, I
find the MAA violates Section 8(a)(1).

Though the Board has made its ruling on the issue clear, I
will address the Respondent’s arguments that have not been as
fully covered by previous decisions. The Respondent contends
that a class action waiver does not abridge employees’ right to
seek class certification to any greater extent than an employer’s
filing an opposition to an employee’s motion for class certifica-
tion. Of course it does; the former precludes the right, the latter
responds to it. And it is apparent the waiver gives the opposi-
tion teeth. The Respondent then adds the element of success to
the employer’s motion to secure its argument. Success of the
employer’s motion cannot be presumed, however. The Re-
spondent’s argument thus fails.

Deference and the Federal Arbitration Act, 128 Harv. L. Rev. 907
(January 12, 2015), provides a well-reasoned explanation as to why the
Board’s conclusion that collective and class litigation is protected Sec-
tion 7 activity should be accorded deference by the courts.

3 Many of these arguments are in line with the dissents in D. R. Hor-
ton and Murphy Oil. Numerous Board and ALJ decisions have ad-
dressed the specific arguments raised by the Respondent and there is
nothing I can add in this decision that has not already been addressed
repeatedly.

® The Respondent contends that, because the Board did not petition
for a writ of certiorari to challenge the Fifth Circuit’s rejection of the
relevant part of D. R Horton, and because that decision rests primarily
on interpretation of a statute other than the NLRA, I should not be
constrained by Board precedent. No authority was cited for this con-
tention, however, and I therefore decline to stray from the Board’s
established caselaw on this point.
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The Respondent also contends that the Board’s decisions
stand for the proposition that employees have the right to have
certification decisions heard on their merits. The Board has
made no such holding or suggestion. If, by way of the example
cited in the Respondent’s brief, the class representative misses
a filing deadline, nothing in any of the Board’s cases suggests a
court must nonetheless decide class certification on the merits.

As to the Respondent’s assertion that there is no basis in the
NLRA, the Federal Rules, or case law for D .R. Horton's pre-
sumption that class procedures were created to serve any con-
cerns or purposes under the NLRA, the Board has not relied on
such concerns or purposes. Two employees who together file
charges with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) about racial harassment are engaged in concerted ac-
tivity about their working conditions, though the EEOC’s
charge processing procedures were certainly not created to
serve any concerns or purposes under the NLRA. The EEOC’s
procedures, like class procedures in court, are one of many
avenues available for concerted legal activity, regardless of the
purposes those procedures were intended to serve.

The Respondent next appears to be arguing that employees
can, albeit in vain, file putative class action lawsuits despite the
MAA, suffer no adverse consequences for it, and therefore the
MAA does not infringe on their rights. There need not be ad-
verse consequences for non-adherence to the MAA for it to
violate the Act. Moreover, the MAA on its face spells out ad-
verse consequences for filing putative class actions. The MAA
states, in relevant part:

Should any party institute any action in a court of law or equi-
ty against the other party with respect to any Dispute required
to be arbitrated under this Agreement, the responding party
shall be entitled to recover from the initiating party all costs,
expenses, and attorney fees incurred to enforce this Agree-
ment and compel arbitration, and all other damages resulting
from or incurred as a result of such court action.

Thus, in addition to breaking an agreement with the employer
not to sue as an express condition of continued employment, an
employee who files a putative class action may be assessed
with fees and damages.

The Respondent also contends that the Board in D. R. Hor-
ton misinterpreted the Norris-LaGuardia Act (NGLA) when
determining it prohibits the enforcement of agreements like the
FAA. The Board recently reaffirmed its position that the FAA
must yield to the NLGA, stating

The Board has previously explained why “even if there were
a direct conflict between the NLRA and the FAA, the Norris-
LaGuardia Act . . . indicates that the FAA would have to yield
insofar as necessary to accommodate Section 7 rights.” An
arbitration agreement between an individual employee and an
employer that completely precludes the employee from en-
gaging in concerted legal activity clearly conflicts with the
express federal policy declared in the Norris-LaGuardia Act.
That conflict in no way depends on whether the agreement is
properly characterized as a condition of employment. By its
plain terms, the Norris-LaGuardia Act sweepingly condemns
“[aJny undertaking or promise . . . in conflict with the public
policy declared” in the statute: insuring that the “individual
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unorganized worker” is “free from the interference, restraint,
or coercion of employers . . . in . . . concerted activities for the
purpose of . . . mutual aid or protection,” including “[b]y all
lawful means aiding any person participating or interested in
any labor dispute who . . . is prosecuting, any action or suit in
any court of the United States or any state.”

On Assignment Staffing Services, supra, slip op. at 10 (Empha-
sis in original, internal citations and footnotes omitted.)

2. The MAA as an employment contract

The Charging Party also asserts that the FAA does not apply
because there is no employment contract, citing to the Supreme
Court’s decisions in Circuit City Stores Inc. v. Adams, 532 U.S.
105, 113-114 (2001), Buckeye Check Cashing, Inc. v.
Cardegna, 546 U.S. 440, 445 (2006), and Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v. Dobson, 513 U.S. 265, 277 (1995).
7 The Charging Party points out that the MAA itself states,
“[t]his Agreement is not, and shall not be construed to create, a
contract of employment, express or implied, and shall not alter
Employee’s at-will employment status.” The employees’ at-
will status is also set forth in the introductory paragraph of the
employee handbook. (Jt. Exh. I p. 5;Jt. Exh. J p. 5.)

The Charging Party notes that the Respondent has not of-
fered evidence or argument that a contract of employment has
been created by virtue of the MAA in any of the states where it
operates. Resolution of this issue would involve delving into
each state’s body of contract law.® Because it is not required to
support my conclusion herein that the MAA violates Section
8(a)(1), I decline to undertake this enormous task, the legal
aspects of which none of the parties have addressed in their
briefs.

” The Charging Party also asserts that MAA, when coupled with the
Respondent’s confidentiality policy, solicitation policy, loitering poli-
cy, email usage policy, computer usage policy, and/or return of compa-
ny property policy, provide other bases for finding it unlawful. I agree
that these policies, when viewed in conjunction with the MAA, act as
further barriers to employees discussing their arbitrations under the
MAA and/or garnering support from fellow employees. The complaint,
however, does not allege that any policy other than the MAA violates
the Act, and therefore my conclusions are limited to the MAA. See
Penntech Papers, 263 NLRB 264, 265 (1982); Kimtruss Corp., 305
NLRB 710, 711 (1991).

The Charging Party sets forth numerous other arguments, including
the FAA’s impact on other federal and state statutes, the rights of
workers to organize under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act
(RFRA), and the effect of the MAA on union representation. I have
considered each argument in the Charging Party’s brief. Because this
case can be decided by applying the Board precedent discussed above, 1
do not address all of the Charging Party’s arguments.

# For example, under Minnesota law, the disclaimer language in the
MAA may negate the existence of a contract. See Kulkay v. Allied
Central Stores, Inc., 398 N.W.2d 573, 578 (Minn.Ct.App.1986). By
contrast, in Circuit City, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
determined the dispute resolution agreement at issue, with disclaimer
language almost identical to the agreement at issue here, was an “em-
ployment contract.” Circuit City Stores, Inc. v. Adams, 194 F.3d 1070
(1999); See also Ashbey v. Archstone Property Management, Inc.,
2015 WL 2193178 (9th Cir. 2015).
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3. The MAAs and commerce

The Charging Party argues that there is no evidence the indi-
vidual MAAs with the Respondent’s employees affect com-
merce, and asserts that the activity of arbitration does not affect
interstate commerce. This raises the fundamental question of
what, in fact, is the “transaction involving commerce” the
MAA evidences to bring it within the FAA’s reach?

The FAA, at 9 USC § 2, applies to a “written provision in
any maritime transaction or a contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce to settle by arbitration a controversy
thereafter arising out of such contract or transaction . . .” Spe-
cifically excluded, however, are “contracts of employment of
seamen, railroad employees, or any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or interstate commerce.” 9 USC § 1. The
Supreme Court in Circuit City interpreted this exclusionary
provision, “any other class of workers engaged in foreign or
interstate commerce,” narrowly, and held it applied only to
workers actually working in commercial industries similar to
seamen and railroad employees. Relying on Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v. Dobson, 513 U.S. 265 (1995),” the
Court in Circuit City interpreted Section 2’s inclusion provi-
sion, a “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce,” broadly, finding it was not limited to transactions simi-
lar to maritime transactions.'® In line with these interpretations,
most contracts of employment fall within the FAA’s reach,
regardless of whether the employees themselves are involved in
any traditionally-defined commercial transactions as part of
their work.

In Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, the Supreme Court exam-
ined the phrase “evidencing a transaction” involving commerce
and determined that “the transaction (that the contract ‘evi-
dences’) must turn out, in fact . . . [to] have involved interstate
commerce[.]” (emphasis in original). A prior Supreme Court
case, Bernhardt v. Polygraphic Co. of America, 350 U.S. 198
(1956), that like Circuit City and Allied-Bruce Terminix inter-

® The Court in Allied-Bruce found that the term “involving” was the
same as “affecting” and that the phrase “‘affecting commerce’ normally
signals Congress’ intent to exercise its Commerce Clause powers to the
full.” 513 U.S. at 273-275.

' Though I am bound by the majority’s decision in Circuit City, 1
find the dissenting opinions, and in particular Justice Souter’s explana-
tion of why the Court’s “parsimonious construction of § 1 of the . . .
FAA . .. 1is not consistent with its expansive reading of § 2,” more
sound and compelling. Presumably the result of adherence to prece-
dent, the phrase “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce” is not seen as a residual phrase following the specific category
of maritime transactions in § 2, but the phrase “any other class of work-
ers engaged in foreign or interstate commerce” is seen as a residual
phrase following the specific categories of seamen and railroad em-
ployees in § 1. This distinction supplied the Court’s rationale for ap-
plying the maxim ejusdem generis to “any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or interstate commerce” to support its finding that
employment contracts are covered by the FAA. “Maritime transac-
tions” is defined in § 1 by way of listing various transactional contracts,
such as charter parties, bills of lading, and agreements relating to sup-
plies and vessels. Applying ejusdem generis, the expansive definition
given to the phrase “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce,” fails to give independent meaning to the term “maritime trans-
action.”
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preted the words “involving commerce” as broadly as the
words “affecting commerce,”'! involved an employment con-
tract between Polygraphic Co., an employer engaged in inter-
state commerce, and Norman Bernhardt, the superintendent of
Polygraphic Co.’s Vermont plant. The employment contract at
issue contained a provision that in case of any dispute, the par-
ties would submit the matter to arbitration by the American
Arbitration Association.

The Supreme Court found the FAA did not apply because
the company did not show that the employee, “while perform-
ing his duties under the employment contract was working ‘in’
commerce, was producing goods for commerce, or was engag-
ing in activity that affected commerce, within the meaning of
our decisions.”"?

" Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, at 277.

"2 The agreement provided for the employment of Bernhardt as the
superintendent of Polygraphic Co.’s lithograph plant in Vermont. Its
terms stated:

“Subject to the general supervision and pursuant to the orders, ad-
vice and direction of the Employer, Employee shall have charge of and
be responsible for the operation of said lithographic plant in North
Bennington, shall perform such other duties as are customarily per-
formed by one holding such position in other, same or similar business-
es or enterprises as that engaged in by the Employer, and shall also
additionally render such other and unrelated services and duties as may
be assigned to him from time to time by Employer.

“Employer shall pay Employee and Employee agrees to accept from
Employer, in full payment for Employee’s services hereunder, compen-
sation at the rate of $15,000.00 per annum, payable twice a month on
the 15th and Ist days of each month during which this agreement shall
be in force; the compensation for the period commencing August 1,
1952 through August 15, 1952 shall be payable on August 15, 1952. In
addition to the foregoing, Employer agrees that it will reimburse Em-
ployee for any and all necessary, customary and usual expenses in-
curred by him while traveling for and on behalf of the Employer pursu-
ant to Employer’s directions.

“It is expressly understood and agreed that Employee shall not be
entitled to any additional compensation by reason of any service which
he may perform as a member of any managing committee of Employer,
or in the event that he shall at any time be elected an officer or director
of Employer.

“The parties hereto do agree that any differences, claim or matter in
dispute arising between them out of this agreement or connected here-
with shall be submitted by them to arbitration by the American Arbitra-
tion Association, or its successor and that the determination of said
American Arbitration Association or its successors, or of any arbitrators
designated by said Association, on such matter shall be final and abso-
lute. The said arbitrator shall be governed by the duly promulgated
rules and regulations of the American Arbitration Association, or it its
successor, and the pertinent provisions of the Civil Practice Act of the
State of New York relating to arbitrations [section 1448 et seq.]. The
decision of the arbitrator may be entered as a judgment in any court of
the State of New York or elsewhere.

“The parties hereto do hereby stipulate and agree that it is their in-
tention and covenant that this agreement and performance hereunder
and all suits and special proceedings hereunder be construed in accord-
ance with and under and pursuant to the laws of the State of New York
and that in any action special proceedings or other proceeding that may
be brought arising out of, in connection with or by reason of this
agreement, the laws of the State of New York shall be applicable and
shall govern to the exclusion of the law of any other forum, without
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Here, the contract at issue is the MAA." There is no other
employment contract implicated in the complaint or the an-
swer.'* By virtue of the MAA, the employee and employer
have transacted an agreement to resolve employment disputes
through arbitration. What is analytically more difficult about
the MAA and similar agreements, when compared with most
contracts, is that the arbitration agreement itself is part of the
consideration for the transaction. The agreement here states
that the “Mutual Arbitration Agreement . . . is made in consid-
eration for the continued at-will employment of the Employee,
the benefits and compensation provided by Company to Em-
ployee, and Employee’s and Company’s mutual agreement to
arbitrate as provided in this Agreement.”® (Jt. Exh. I p. 55; Jt.
Exh. J p. 56.) Generally, when a contract is involved, the arbi-
tration agreement is a means to solve a contract dispute, and the
terms of the agreement spell out independent consideration.
For example, in Allied-Bruce Terminix, consideration for the
termite bond at issue was money. In Buckeye Check Cashing,
individuals entered into “various deferred-payment transactions
with . . . Buckeye . . . in which they received cash in exchange
for a personal check in the amount of the cash plus a finance
charge.” 546 U.S. at 440. In Gilmer v. Interstate/Johnson Lane
Corp., 500 U.S. 20 (1991), the arbitration agreement was part
of an application to register with the New York Stock Ex-
change. In none of these cases was the agreement to arbitrate
itself consideration in the “contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce.”

The MAA’s terms, including the “consideration” of the indi-
vidual arbitral process, are not implicated until there is an em-
ployment dispute. In other words, an employment dispute is a
condition precedent to performance under the MAA. In typical
transactions, a dispute is not necessary for the terms of the
agreement to be exercised. For example, in Buckeye, the check
cashing company provided cash to the individuals as considera-
tion for the individuals signing over their checks and paying a
fee. These transactions could play out indefinitely without the

regard to the jurisdiction in which any action or special proceeding may
be instituted.” 218 F.2d 948, 949-950 (2d Cir. 1955).

13 T have not been asked to decide whether the entire employee
handbook is a contract, and make no findings on this point.

There is no evidence here of any contract setting forth payment, du-
ties, etc. of the various employees’ jobs, as in Bernhardt. This renders
the interpretation in this decision narrower than in Bernhardt because 1
am not looking at a broader employment contract, with an agreement to
arbitrate disputes embedded in it, and whether that contract has been
breached based on the terms of that contract. Instead, I am looking at
whether any employment dispute covered by the contract, here the
MAA, evidences a transaction involving commerce.

' 1t strikes me as peculiar that the contract to arbitrate itself is the
contract at issue to determine applicability of the FAA, rather than an
external contract or agreement subject to an arbitration provision. In
most cases, the arbitration agreement would kick in if there was a dis-
pute as to performance under the terms of the agreement. Here, a dis-
pute regarding performance under the terms of the MAA would con-
cern whether the employee submitted a covered dispute to arbitration in
line with the MAA, or breached the agreement by filing a lawsuit in
court.

'3 Oddly, by this language the MAA is in part made in consideration
for itself.
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arbitration agreement provision ever coming into play. If the
individuals in Buckeye performed their end of the bargain by
turning over their checks and the check cashing company sat
idle, a dispute would arise. Conversely, there would be no need
for the check cashing company to do anything if the individual
never presented it with a check to cash. Not so here, if the
employees’ work is part of the consideration. At all times prior
to the advent of a covered dispute and the invocation of a way
to resolve it, the employer is continuing to employ the employ-
ee and the employee is continuing to perform work for the em-
ployer. Continued employment triggers no duty on the em-
ployer or the employee with regard to the MAA.'® The em-
ployee deciding not to continue employment with the Respond-
ent, without more, likewise triggers no duty under the MAA. It
is difficult to see, therefore, how continued employment is part
of the “transaction” the MAA evidences.

Simply put, the MAA is a contract about how employment
disputes will be resolved. The “transactions” evidenced by the
MAA are agreements to arbitrate any and all employment dis-
putes. Yes, the MAA is a condition of employment, but its
topic is not the work the employees will perform or the condi-
tions under which they will perform it. An employer engaged
in interstate commerce could require employees, as a condition
of employment, to sign an agreement stating that they will sit
with their coworkers for lunchtime on Tuesdays.!” The topic of
this agreement is not the employee’s work duties or the em-
ployer’s business, but rather who the employees will eat lunch
with on Tuesdays. It certainly would seem a stretch to find that
this agreement would be a “maritime transaction or a contract
evidencing a transaction involving commerce.”

As noted above, the MAA applies to all employees. As the
Charging Party points out, some disputes covered by the MAA
with some of these employees would likely affect commerce,
and other minor disputes likely would not. Take the example
of a security worker who walks a block to work (not across
state lines) at the same Hobby Lobby store each day. It is hard
to see how an individual arbitration, required by the MAA,
about a disagreement over the timing of this security worker’s
lunch break evidences any transaction involving commerce.
The fact that the employer is engaged in interstate commerce
does not, in my view, render any individual agreement to arbi-
trate an employment dispute as a “contract evidencing a trans-
action involving commerce” because it is not the employer’s
business of producing and selling goods in interstate commerce
comprising the “transaction” evidenced by the MAA. To inter-
pret thlg FAA this broadly would finally stretch it to its breaking
point.

' Moreover, as the Respondent asserts, employees who have filed
class and/or collective lawsuits have not been disciplined, much less
been terminated.

17 Of course, there would be a clause stating that any disputes over
this policy would be subject to arbitration.

'8 Many of the Supreme Court Justices, for example, believe the
FAA was stretched too far when the Court determined it applied to state
court claims. Southland Corp. v. Keating, 465 U.S. 1 (1984), Justice
O’Connor, joined by Justice Rehnquist, dissenting; See also Allied-
Bruce Terminex, supra., Justice O’Connor concurring ; Justice Scalia
dissenting; Justice Thomas, joined by Justice Scalia, dissenting. Others
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Even if the “transaction” the MAA contemplates is employ-
ment or continued employment under the MAA’s terms, the
individual agreements do not necessarily “evidence a transac-
tion involving commerce.” As in Bernhardt, not all of the Re-
spondent’s employees, while performing their duties, are “‘in’
commerce, . . . producing goods for commerce, or . .. engag-
ing in activity that affect[s] commerce . . ..”

Consideration of the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens
Bank v. Alafabco, Inc., 539 U.S. 52 (2003), does not lead to a
different finding. In Citizen’s Bank, the Court stated, “Con-
gress” Commerce Clause power ‘may be exercised in individual
cases without showing any specific effect upon interstate com-
merce’ if in the aggregate the economic activity in question
would represent ‘a general practice . . . subject to federal con-
trol.”” 539 U.S. at 5657, quoting Mandeville Island Farms,
Inc. v. American Crystal Sugar Co., 334 U.S. 219, 236, (1948).
Citizens Bank and Alafabco, a fabrication and construction
company, entered into debt-restructuring agreements that con-
tained an agreement to arbitrate any disputes. The Court reject-
ed the argument that the individual transactions underlying the
agreements did not, taken alone, have a “substantial effect on
interstate commerce.” Id. at 56. First, the Court found that
Alafabco engaged in interstate commerce using loans from
Citizens Bank that were renegotiated and redocumented in the
debt-restructuring agreements. Second, the loans at issue were
secured by goods assembled out-of-state. Finally, the Court
relied upon the “broad impact of commercial lending on the
national economy [and] Congress’ power to regulate that activi-
ty pursuant to the Commerce Clause.” The arbitration agree-
ments between the Respondent and the individual employees in
this case do not fall within any of these rationales.

The Charging Party, pointing out that the FAA derives its au-
thority from the Commerce Clause, cites to National Federa-
tion of Independent Businesses v. Sebelius, 132 S.Ct. 2566
(2012). Sebelius discusses the Commerce Clause in relation to
Affordable Healthcare Act’s (ACA) provision requiring indi-
viduals to buy health insurance, commonly known as the indi-
vidual mandate. In describing the reach of the Commerce
Clause in Sebelius, the Court observed, “Our precedent also
reflects this understanding. As expansive as our cases constru-
ing the scope of the commerce power have been, they all have
one thing in common: They uniformly describe the power as
reaching ‘activity.”” The Court determined that the “activity”
at issue with regard to the individual mandate was the purchase
of healthcare insurance, and that under the Commerce Clause,
Congress was not empowered to regulate the failure to engage
in this activity. Under this analysis, the “activity” the MAA
concerns is resolution of employment disputes. For the reasons
described above, this “activity” does not necessarily affect in-
terstate commerce, particularly in cases where no dispute with
regard to employment under the MAA ever arises.

Based on the foregoing, I agree with the Charging Party that
the Respondent has made no showing that an arbitration agree-

believe it was stretched too far when it was held to apply to employ-
ment contracts. Circuit City, supra, Justice Stevens, joined by Justices
Ginsburg, Breyer, and Souter, dissenting; Justice Souter, joined by
Justices Stevens, Ginsburg and Breyer, dissenting.
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ment between the Respondent and any of its individual em-
ployees affects commerce. "’

4. Team truckdrivers

The Charging Party further argues that team truck drivers
who transport the Respondent’s products across state lines are a
class of workers engaged in interstate commerce, and therefore
fall within FAA’s exception at 9 U.S.C. § 1. The Court in Cir-
cuit City held that “Section 1 exempts from the FAA only con-
tracts of employment of transportation workers.” The interstate
truck drivers are clearly transportation workers, a fact not dis-
puted by the Respondent, and therefore are exempt from the
FAA. Requiring the team truck drivers to sign and adhere to
the MAA therefore violates the Act, regardless of the Board’s
decisions in D. R. Horton and related cases.

B. Enforcement of the MAA

Complaint paragraphs 4(e) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by enforcing the MAA, as
detailed above.

It is well settled that an employer violates Section 8(a)(1) by
enforcing a rule that unlawfully restricts Section 7 rights. See,
e.g., NLRB v. Washington Aluminum Co., 370 U.S. 9, 16-17
(1962); Republic Aviation Corp. v. NLRB, 324 U.S. 793 (1945).

Here, it is undisputed that the Respondent enforced the MAA
by filing motions to compel individual arbitration in Fardig and
Ortiz, as detailed above. (Jt. Exhs. Y, Z). The Respondent con-
tends that the Board lacks authority to enjoin the Respondent’s
motions to compel because they are protected by the First
Amendment under Bill Johnson’s Restaurants, Inc. v. NLRB,
461 U.S. 731, 741 (1983), and BE&K Construction CO. v.
NLRB, 536 U.S. 516 (2002). I find that instant case falls within
the exception set forth in Bill Johnson’s at footnote 5, which
states in relevant part:

It should be kept in mind that what is involved here is an em-
ployer’s lawsuit that the federal law would not bar except for
its allegedly retaliatory motivation. We are not dealing with a
suit that is claimed to be beyond the jurisdiction of the state
courts because of federal-law preemption, or a suit that has an
objective that is illegal under federal law. Petitioner concedes
that the Board may enjoin these latter types of suits. . . . Nor
could it be successfully argued otherwise, for we have upheld
Board orders enjoining unions from prosecuting court suits
for enforcement of fines that could not lawfully be imposed
under the Act, see Granite State Joint Board, Textile Workers
Union, 187 N.L.R.B. 636, 637 (1970), enforcement denied,
446 F.2d 369 (CA1 1971), rev’d, 409 U.S. 213, 93 S.Ct. 385,
34 L.Ed.2d 422 (1972); Booster Lodge No. 405, Machinists &
Aerospace Workers, 185 N.L.R.B. 380, 383 (1970), enforced

1 As the party asserting the FAA as an affirmative defense, the Re-
spondent has the burden of proof to show that the agreements at issue
are subject to the FAA. The assertion of the FAA as an affirmative
defense requires me to address its reach in this decision. Though, as
the Respondent notes, many courts have disagreed with the Board’s
rationale in D. R. Horton, et. al., the precise issue of whether a particu-
lar agreement to arbitrate is a “maritime transaction or a contract evi-
dencing a transaction involving commerce” has not been squarely ad-
dressed.
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in relevant part, 148 U.S.App.D.C. 119, 459 F.2d 1143
(1972), aff'd, 412 U.S. 84, 93 S.Ct. 1961, 36 L.Ed.2d 764
(1973), and this Court has concluded that, at the Board’s re-
quest, a District Court may enjoin enforcement of a state-
court injunction “where [the Board’s] federal power pre-
empts the field.” NLRB v. Nash-Finch Co., 404 U.S. 138, 144,
92 S.Ct. 373,377,30 L.Ed.2d 328 (1971).

The Board has determined that these exceptions apply in the
wake of Bill Johnson’s and BE&K Construction. See, e.g.,
Allied Trades Council (Duane Reade Inc.), 342 NLRB 1010,
1013, fn. 4 (2004); Teamsters, Local 776 (Rite Aid), 305 NLRB
832, 835 (1991). Moreover, particular litigation tactics may
fall within the exception even if the entire lawsuit may not be
enjoined. Wright Electric, Inc., 327 NLRB 1194, 1195 (1999),
enfd. 200 F.3d 1162 (8th Cir. 2000); Dilling Mechanical Con-
tractors, 357 NLRB 544 (2011). As such, since the Board has
concluded that agreements such as those comprising the MAA
explicitly restrict Section 7 activity, the Respondent’s attempt
to enforce the MAA in state court by moving to compel arbitra-
tion fall within the unlawful objective exception in Bill John-
son’s. See Neiman Marcus Group, supra.

The Respondent argues that numerous courts have found
agreements such as the MAA to be lawful and enforceable.
While this is true, the Board has held that agreements such as
the MAA violate the Act, and the Supreme Court has not ruled
otherwise. The Respondent, by its actions in court, is challeng-
ing Board case law which very clearly holds the MAA violates
the Act. The motion to compel arbitration, which by virtue of
the MAA can only be on an individual basis, is the crux of the
challenge. Inherent in this challenge are risks, which the Re-
spondent is assuming by declining to follow the Board’s case
law as it works its way through the system.

C. The MAA and Board Charges

Complaint paragraphs 4(b) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) by maintaining, at all material times
since at least April 28, 2014, which would reasonably be read
by employees to prohibit them from filing unfair labor practice
charges with the Board.

The Lutheran Heritage test set forth above applies to this al-
legation. I find that employees would reasonably construe the
MAA as restricting their access to file charges with the Board.

The MAA is worded very broadly, and explicitly states it ap-
plies to “any dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of
action, or suit (collectively referred to as “Dispute”) that Em-
ployee may have” at any time that that “in any way arises out
of, involves, or relates to Employee’s employment” with the
Respondent. This would certainly encompass an unfair labor
practice charge with the Board.

More specifically, the MAA includes disputes involving:

wrongful termination, wages, compensation, work hours, . . .
sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on
any class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all
Disputes involving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers” compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the opposition of
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harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute.

Certainly, disputes about wrongful termination, wages, com-
pensation, and hours could comprise unfair labor practice
claims. Discrimination based on Section 7 activity also is en-
compassed by this language.

The MAA then proceeds to state it applies to disputes under
various federal laws, ending with a catchall that it applies to
disputes under :

all other federal, state, and municipal statutes, regulations,
codes, ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regu-
late, govern, cover, or relate to equal employment, wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of
privacy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious prose-
cution, defamation, negligence, personal injury, pain and suf-
fering, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fidu-
ciary duty, sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimina-
tion based on any class protected by federal, state or munici-
pal law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
compensation, family or medical leave, health and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute in
tort or contract.

That this would encompass some claims under the NLRA re-
quires no explanation. The only claims explicitly excluded are
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation laws.

The Respondent contends that the MAA would not be inter-
preted to apply to Board charges because of the following lan-
guage:

By agreeing to arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substantive rights
under federal, state or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state or municipal government agen-
cies).

The Respondent contends that because of the explicit statement
that claims with federal, state, or municipal agencies are ex-
cluded from the MAA, any misinterpretation of the MAA
would be manifestly unreasonable. I disagree.

To begin with, the MAA specifically states claims of sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal law are subject to mandatory individ-
ual arbitration. These are all patently clear examples of claims
that arise under the civil rights statutes the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) enforces, i.e., Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans with Disabilities
Act, and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act.’ Yet the
MAA also states that nothing would preclude an employee
from filing a charge with a federal agency, ostensibly including
the EEOC.*' The only way to reconcile these two provisions is
to read the MAA as not precluding filing a charge with an ad-

? These statutes are respectively codified at 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq.;
42 U.S.C. 121-1 et seq; and 20 U.S.C. 633a.

2l The EEOC’s charge-filing process
http://eeoc.gov/employees/howtofile.cfm.

is described at
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ministrative agency, yet in the end those disputes must be re-
solved only through final and binding arbitration under the
MAA rather than through whatever fruits filing a charge or
other similar effort may bear. The same rationale holds true for
Board proceedings, given that the MAA requires individual
arbitration of disputes over “wrongful termination, wages,
compensation, work hours.” This begs the question: Why
would any employee bother to file a charge? A reasonable
employee, not versed in how various federal, state, and local
agencies process claims, would take it at face value that the
topics specifically included as falling within the MAA would
be subject to arbitration. This is particularly true given that the
MAA explicitly excludes benefits under unemployment com-
pensation laws or workers’ compensation laws, but not under
the NLRA.

Considering that ambiguities must be construed against the
drafter of the MAA, which is the Respondent, I find the MAA
violates Section 8(a)(1) because employees would reasonably
believe the MAA requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Act. See Aroostook County Regional
Ophthalmology Center, 317 NLRB 218 (1995).

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

(1) The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., is an em-
ployer within the meaning of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act.

(2) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining and enforcing a mandatory arbitration agreement
(MAA) requiring all employment-related disputes to be submit-
ted to individual binding arbitration.

(3) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act
when it enforced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation
the Charging Party brought against the Respondent.

(4) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that employees
reasonably would believe bars or restricts their right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

REMEDY

Having found that the Respondent has engaged in certain un-
fair labor practices, I shall order it to cease and desist therefrom
and to take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the
policies of the Act.

As 1 have concluded that the MAA is unlawful, the recom-
mended order requires that the Respondent revise or rescind it
in all of its forms to make clear to employees that the arbitra-
tion agreement does not constitute a waiver of their right to
maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective actions
in all forums, and that it does not restrict employees’ right to
file charges with the National Labor Relations Board. The
Respondent shall notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised,
provide them a copy of the revised agreement. Because the
Respondent utilized the MAA on a corporatewide basis, the
Respondent shall post a notice at all locations where the MAA,
or any portion of it requiring all employment-related disputes to
be submitted to individual binding arbitration, was in effect.
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See, e.g., U-Haul Co. of California, supra, fn. 2 (2006); D. R.
Horton, supra, slip op. at 17; Murphy Oil, supra.

I recommend the Respondent be required to notify the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District of California in Ortiz v.
Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D.
Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Central District of
California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-
00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or revised the
mandatory arbitration agreements upon which it based its mo-
tion to dismiss these actions and to compel individual arbitra-
tion of the claims, and inform the court that it no longer oppos-
es the actions on the basis of the arbitration agreement.

I recommend the Company be required to reimburse em-
ployees for any litigation and related expenses, with interest, to
date and in the future, directly related to the Company’s filing
its motion to compel arbitrations in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.). Determining the applicable rate of interest on the reim-
bursement will be as outlined in New Horizons, 283 NLRB
1173 (1987), (adopting the Internal Revenue Service rate for
underpayment of Federal taxes). Interest on all amounts due to
the employees shall be computed on a daily basis as prescribed
in Kentucky River Medical Center, 356 NLRB 6 (2010).

On these findings of fact and conclusions of law and on the
entire record, I issue the following recommended®

ORDER

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sacramento, California,
its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that em-
ployees reasonably would believe bars or restricts the right to
file charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitration
agreement that requires employees, as a condition of employ-
ment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective actions
in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

(c) In any like or related manner interfering with, restrain-
ing, or coercing employees in the exercise of the rights guaran-
teed to them by Section 7 of the Act.

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to effec-
tuate the policies of the Act.

(a) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its
forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear to employees
that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of
their right to maintain employment-related joint, class, or col-
lective actions in all forums, and that it does not restrict em-
ployees’ right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were re-
quired to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in any form

2 If no exceptions are filed as provided by Sec. 102.46 of the
Board’s Rules and Regulations, the findings, conclusions, and recom-
mended Order shall, as provided in Sec. 102.48 of the Rules, be adopt-
ed by the Board and all objections to them shall be deemed waived for
all purposes.
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that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised, provide
them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) Notify the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of
California in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,2:13-cv-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Cen-
tral District of California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or
revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which it
based its motions to dismiss the class and collective actions and
to compel individual arbitration of the employees’ claim, and
inform the respective courts that it no longer opposes the ac-
tions on the basis of the arbitration agreement.

(d) In the manner set forth in this decision, reimburse the
plaintiffs who filed suit in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), for any
reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses that she may
have incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motion to dismiss
the wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

(e) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at all
facilities in California the attached notice marked “Appendix
A,” and at all other facilities employing covered employees,
copies of the attached notice marked “Appendix B.”** Copies
of the notice, on forms provided by the Regional Director for
Region 31, after being signed by the Respondent’s authorized
representative, shall be posted by the Respondent and main-
tained for 60 consecutive days in conspicuous places including
all places where notices to employees are customarily posted.
In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the notices
shall be distributed electronically, such as by email, posting on
an intranet or an internet site, and/or other electronic means, if
the Respondent customarily communicates with its employees
by such means. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Re-
spondent to ensure that the notices are not altered, defaced, or
covered by any other material. In the event that, during the
pendency of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceedings,
the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense, a
copy of the notice to all current employees and former employ-
ees employed by the Respondent at any time since April 28,
2014.

(f) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file with the
Regional Director a sworn certification of a responsible official
on a form provided by the Region attesting to the steps that the
Respondent has taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. September 8, 2015

APPENDIX A

NoTICE To EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

2 If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of
appeals, the words in the notice reading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board.”
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DECISIONS OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated
Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires our employees, as a condition of
employment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of your right
to maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

WE WILL notify the courts in which the employees filed their
claims in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that we have rescind-
ed or revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which
we based our motion to dismiss her collective wage claim and
compel individual arbitration, and we will inform the court that
we no longer oppose the employees’ claims on the basis of that
agreement.

WE WILL reimburse the plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.), for any reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
that she may have incurred in opposing our motion to dismiss
her collective wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

HoBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.
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HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated
Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires our employees, as a condition of
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employment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of your right
to maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.




Case: 16-60312 Document: 00513634716 Page: 19 Date Filed: 08/12/2016

Case: 16-3162  Document: 1-1 Filed: 08/12/2016  Pages: 99

EXHIBIT 2

PETITION FOR REVIEW (5™ CIRCUIT) (DOCKET NO. 16-60312)
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT
)
HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC., )
)
Respondent, )
)
V. )
)
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, )
)
Respondent )
)

PETITION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to Rule 15(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., (herein “Petitioner”), hereby petitions the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit to review and set aside a Decision and Order of the
National Labor Relations Board (“Board”) in the matter styled Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc. and The Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize, Case
No. 20-CA-139745, reported at 363 NLRB No. 195, dated May 18, 2016. See
Exhibit A. This Court has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to Section 10(f) of
the National Labor Relations Act because the NLRB’s Decision and Order is a
final order. 29 U.S.C. § 160(f). Petitioner is a party aggrieved by this Decision and

Order, and Petitioner transacts business within this judicial circuit as defined in 28
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U.S.C. § 41. The Board’s Decision and Order is not supported by substantial

evidence and is contrary to law.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully prays that this Court review and set

aside the Board’s Decision and Order and that Petitioner receive any further relief

to which it may be entitled.

Dated: May 19, 2016

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Ron Chapman, Jr.

Ron Chapman, Jr.

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.
8117 Preston Road — Suite 500

Dallas, TX 75225

Telephone: 214-987-3800

Facsimile: 214-987-3927
ron.chapman@ogletreedeakins.com

Christopher C. Murray

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.
111 Monument Circle, Suite 4600

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Telephone: 317-916-1300

Facsimile: 317-916-9076

christopher.murray (@ ogletreedeakins.com

Attorneys for Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.

N o
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that the foregoing Petition for Review was served by United States
First Class mail on May 19, 2016, to the following:

Executive Secretary

National Labor Relations Board
1099 14th Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20570

Yasmin Macariola, Esq.

Counsel for the General Counsel
NLRB, San Francisco Office, Region 20
901 Market St. Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

E-mail: yasmin.macariola@nlrb.gov

David Rosenfeld, Esq.

Counsel for the Charging Party
Weinberg, Roger & Rosenfeld

1001 Marina Village Parkway, Suite 200
Alameda, CA 94501-6430

E-mail: drosenfeld@unioncounsel.net

Joseph F. Frankl

Regional Director

National Labor Relations Board, Region 20
901 Market St. Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

E-mail: joseph.frankl@nlrb.gov

s/Ron Chapman, Jr.
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EXHIBIT A
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NOTICE: This opinion is subject to formal revision before publication in the
bound volumes of NLRB decisions. Readers are requested to notify the Ex-
ecutive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board, Washington, D.C.
20570, of any typographical or other formal errors so that corrections can
be included in the bound volumes.

Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. and The Committee to Pre-
serve the Religious Right to Organize. Case 20—
CA-139745

May 18, 2016
DECISION AND ORDER

BY CHAIRMAN PEARCE AND MEMBERS MISCIMARRA
AND MCFERRAN

On September 8, 2015, Administrative Law Judge El-
eanor Laws issued the attached decision. The Respond-
ent filed exceptions and a supporting brief. The General
Counsel filed an answering brief, and the Respondent
filed a reply brief. The General Counsel and the Charg-
ing Party each filed cross exceptions and a supporting
brief. The Respondent filed answering briefs, and the
General Counsel and the Charging Party filed reply
briefs.!

The National Labor Relations Board has delegated its
authority in this proceeding to a three-member panel.

The judge found, applying the Board’s decisions in D.
R. Horton, 357 NLRB 2277 (2012), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir. 2013), and Murphy Oil
US4, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72 (2014), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 808 F.3d. 1013 (5th Cir. 2015), that the Re-
spondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by maintain-
ing and enforcing an arbitration agreement that requires
employees, as a condition of employment, to waive their
rights to pursue class or collective actions involving em-
ployment-related claims in all forums, whether arbitral or
judicial. The judge also found that maintaining the arbi-
tration agreement violated Section 8(a)(1) because em-
ployees reasonably would believe that it bars or restricts
their right to file unfair labor practice charges with the
Board.

The Board has considered the decision and the record
in light of the exceptions and briefs,? and we affirm the

! In addition, pursuant to Reliant Energy, 339 NLRB 66 (2003), the
Charging Party filed a postbrief letter calling the Board’s attention to
recent case authority.

On January 29, 2016, the Charging Party filed a “motion to allow
oral argument and suggestion for public notice.” The Respondent’s
exceptions also requested oral argument. We deny the Charging Par-
ty’s motion, and the Respondent’s request, as the record, exceptions,
and briefs adequately present the issues and positions of the parties.

2 We find no merit in the Charging Party’s cross-exceptions, which
raise substantive arguments that are wholly outside the scope of the
General Counsel’s complaint. It is well settled that a charging party
cannot enlarge upon or change the General Counsel’s theory of a case.
Kimtruss Corp., 305 NLRB 710 (1991). Likewise, we reject the Charg-
ing Party’s argument that the judge improperly approved the joint mo-
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judge’s rulings, findings and conclusions,” and adopt the
recommended Order as modified and set forth in full
below.*

tion of the General Counsel and the Respondent for her to resolve the
case on a stipulated record. The stipulated record includes sufficient
evidence to evaluate the complaint, and the additional evidence that the
Charging Party sought to introduce exceeded the scope of the General
Counsel’s theory.

* In adopting the judge’s conclusions that the Respondent violated
Sec. 8(a)(1) by maintaining and enforcing its Agreement, we do not
rely on her findings that: (1) the burden was on the Respondent to show
that its Agreement was subject to the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA);
(2) the Respondent failed to show that its Agreement affected com-
merce within the meaning of the FAA; and (3) the Respondent’s team
truckdrivers were exempt from the FAA. We may assume for purposes
of this case that the FAA is applicable because, consistent with our
decisions in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil, supra, “[f]inding a mandato-
ry arbitration agreement unlawful under the National Labor Relations
Act, insofar as it precludes employees from bringing joint, class, or
collective workplace claims in any forum, does not conflict with the
Federal Arbitration Act or undermine its policies.” Murphy Oil, 361
NLRB 72, slip op. at 6, citing D. R. Horton, supra, 357 NLRB at 2283—
2288.

To the extent the Respondent argues that plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz
were not engaged in concerted activity in filing their class action wage
and hour lawsuits in the United States District Court for the Central
District of California and the Eastern District of California, respective-
ly, we reject that argument. As the Board made clear in Beyoglu, 362
NLRB No. 152 (2015), “the filing of an employment-related class or
collective action by an individual is an attempt to initiate, to induce, or
to prepare for group action and is therefore conduct protected by Sec-
tion 7.” Id., slip op. at 2. See also D. R. Horton, supra, 357 NLRB at
2279.

Our dissenting colleague, relying on his dissenting position in Mur-
phy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2015), would find that
the Respondent’s arbitration Agreement does not violate Sec. 8(a)(1).
He observes that the Act does not “dictate” any particular procedures
for the litigation of non-NLRA claims, and “creates no substantive right
for employees to insist on class-type treatment” of such claims. This is
all surely correct, as the Board has previously explained in Murphy Oil,
above, slip op. at 2, and Bristol Farms, 363 NLRB No. 45, slip op. at 2
& fn. 2 (2015). But what our colleague ignores is that the Act “does
create a right to pursue joint, class, or collective claims if and as avail-
able, without the interference of an employer-imposed restraint.” Mur-
phy Oil, above, slip op. at 2 (emphasis in original). The Respondent’s
Agreement is just such an unlawful restraint.

Likewise, for the reasons explained in Murphy Oil and Bristol
Farms, there is no merit to our colleague’s view that finding the
Agreement unlawful runs afoul of employees” Sec. 7 right to “refrain
from” engaging in protected concerted activity. See Murphy Oil,
above, slip op. at 18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. at 3. Nor is he
correct in insisting that Sec. 9(a) of the Act requires the Board to permit
individual employees to prospectively waive their Sec. 7 right to en-
gage in concerted legal activity. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 17—
18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. at 2.

We also reject the position of our dissenting colleague that the Re-
spondent’s motions to compel arbitration were protected by the First
Amendment’s Petition Clause. In Bill Johnson’s Restaurants v. NLRB,
461 U.S. at 747, the Court identified two situations in which a lawsuit
enjoys no such protection: where the action is beyond a State court’s
jurisdiction because of federal preemption, and where “a suit . . . has an
objective that is illegal under federal law.” 461 U.S. at 737 fn. 5. Thus,
the Board may properly restrain litigation efforts that have the illegal
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2 DECISIONS OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

AMENDED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Substitute the following for Conclusion of Law 3: “3.
The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) when it en-
forced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation that
Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz brought against the Respond-
ent.”

ORDER

The National Labor Relations Board orders that the
Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement
that employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
the right to file charges with the National Labor Rela-
tions Board.

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires employees, as a condition of
employment, to waive the right to maintain class or col-
lective actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

(c) In any like or related manner interfering with, re-
straining, or coercing employees in the exercise of the
rights guaranteed to them by Section 7 of the Act.

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to
effectuate the policies of the Act.

objective of limiting employees’ Sec. 7 rights and enforcing an unlaw-
ful contractual provision (such as the Respondent’s motions to compel
arbitration in the underlying wage and hour lawsuits here), even if the
litigation was otherwise meritorious or reasonable. See Murphy Oil,
supra, slip op. at 20-21; Convergys Corp., 363 NLRB No. 51, slip op.
at 2 fn. 5 (2015).

Finally, we disagree with our dissenting colleague’s conclusion that
the Respondent’s Agreement does not unlawfully interfere with em-
ployees’ right to file unfair labor practice charges with the Board. We
note that our colleague repeats an argument previously made, that an
individual arbitration agreement lawfully may require the arbitration of
unfair labor practice claims if the agreement reserves to employees the
right to file charges with the Board. As explained in Ralphs Grocery,
363 NLRB No. 128, slip op. at 3, that argument is at odds with well-
established Board law.

* We reject the Charging Party’s request that we impose additional
remedies on the Respondent, as the Charging Party has not shown that
the remedies set forth in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil are insufficient
to remedy the Respondent’s violations.

We have amended the judge’s conclusions of law to reflect that fact
that Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz, and not the Charging Party, filed the
lawsuits against the Respondent; and we have corrected the Order to
reflect the appropriate regional office and to conform to the Board’s
standard remedial language. Because the courts granted the Respond-
ent’s motions to compel individual arbitration and the lawsuits are no
longer pending, we find it unnecessary to order the Respondent, as in
Murphy Oil (slip op. at 21-22), to remedy the Sec. 8(a)(1) enforcement
violation by notifying the court that it no longer opposes the lawsuits
filed by Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz. We have also substituted the at-
tached notices for those of the administrative law judge.

(a) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear
to employees that the arbitration agreement does not con-
stitute a waiver of their right to maintain employment-
related joint, class, or collective actions in all forums,
and that it does not restrict employees’ right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if re-
vised, provide them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) In the manner set forth in the remedy section of the
judge’s decision, reimburse Maribel Ortiz and any other
plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-
01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.) and Jeremy Fardig and any
other plaintiffs in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.) for reasonable attor-
neys’ fees and litigation expenses that they may have
incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motions to dis-
miss the collective lawsuits and compel individual arbi-
tration.

(d) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at
all facilities in California the attached notice marked
“Appendix A,” and at all other facilities employing cov-
ered employees, copies of the attached notice marked
“Appendix B.”” Copies of the notices, on forms provid-
ed by the Regional Director for Region 20, after being
signed by the Respondent’s authorized representative,
shall be posted by the Respondent and maintained for 60
consecutive days in conspicuous places including all
places where notices to employees are customarily post-
ed. In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the
notices shall be distributed electronically, such as by
email, posting on an intranet or an internet site, and/or
other electronic means, if the Respondent customarily
communicates with its employees by such means. Rea-
sonable steps shall be taken by the Respondent to ensure
that the notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by
any other material. In the event that, during the penden-
cy of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceed-
ings, the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own
expense, a copy of the notice to all current employees
and former employees employed by the Respondent at
any time since April 28, 2014, and any former employees
against whom the Respondent has enforced its mandato-
ry arbitration agreement since April 28, 2014. If the Re-

> If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of
appeals, the words in the notices reading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board.”
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HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC. 3

spondent has gone out of business or closed any facilities
other than the one involved in these proceedings, the
Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense,
a copy of the notice marked Appendix B” to all current
employees and former employees employed by the Re-
spondent at those facilities at any time since April 28,
2014.

(e) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file
with the Regional Director for Region 20 a sworn certifi-
cation of a responsible official on a form provided by the
Region attesting to the steps that the Respondent has
taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18, 2016

Mark Gaston Pearce, Chairman

Lauren McFerran, Member

(SEAL) NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

MEMBER MISCIMARRA, dissenting.

In this case, my colleagues find that the Respondent’s
Mutual Arbitration Agreement (Agreement) violates Sec-
tion 8(a)(1) of the National Labor Relations Act (the Act
or NLRA) because the Agreement waives the right to
participate in class or collective actions regarding non-
NLRA employment claims. Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy
Fardig, and other employees each signed the Agreement.
Later, Ortiz filed a lawsuit against the Respondent in
federal court asserting class and representative claims for
violations of federal and state wage and hour laws. In
reliance on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a mo-
tion to compel individual arbitration, which the court
granted. Fardig and other employees also filed a class
action lawsuit against the Respondent in federal court
alleging violations of wage and hour laws. Again relying
on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a motion to
compel individual arbitration, which the court granted.
My colleagues find that the Respondent thereby unlaw-
fully enforced its Agreement. I respectfully dissent from
these findings for the reasons explained in my partial
dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil USA, Inc." 1 also dis-
sent from my colleagues’ finding that the Agreement

' 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2014) (Member Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). The Board majority’s holding in Murphy Oil inval-
idating class-action waiver agreements was denied enforcement by the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Murphy Oil USA, Inc. v. NLRB,
808 F.3d 1013 (5th Cir. 2015).

interferes with the right of employees to file charges with
the Board.

1. The “Class Action” Waiver. 1 agree that an em-
ployee may engage in “concerted” activities for “mutual
aid or protection” in relation to a claim asserted under a
statute other than NLRA.”> However, Section 8(a)(1) of
the Act does not vest authority in the Board to dictate
any particular procedures pertaining to the litigation of
non-NLRA claims, nor does the Act render unlawful
agreements in which employees waive class-type treat-
ment of non-NLRA claims. To the contrary, as dis-
cussed in my partial dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil,
NLRA Section 9(a) protects the right of every employee
as an “individual” to “present” and “adjust” grievances
“at any time.”™ This aspect of Section 9(a) is reinforced
by Section 7 of the Act, which protects each employee’s
right to “refrain from” exercising the collective rights
enumerated in Section 7. Thus, I believe it is clear that
(i) the NLRA creates no substantive right for employees
to insist on class-type treatment of non-NLRA claims;’
(i1) a class-waiver agreement pertaining to non-NLRA

% I agree that non-NLRA claims can give rise to “concerted” activi-
ties engaged in by two or more employees for the “purpose” of “mutual
aid or protection,” which would come within the protection of NLRA
Sec. 7. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 23-25 (Member Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). However, the existence or absence of Sec. 7 protec-
tion does not depend on whether non-NLRA claims are pursued as a
class or collective action, but on whether Sec. 7’s statutory require-
ments are met—an issue separate and distinct from whether an individ-
ual employee chooses to pursue a claim as a class or collective action.
Id.; see also Beyoglu, 362 NLRB No. 152, slip op. at 4-5 (2015)
(Member Miscimarra, dissenting).

> Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 30-34 (Member Miscimarra, dis-
senting in part). Sec. 9(a) states: “Representatives designated or se-
lected for the purposes of collective bargaining by the majority of the
employees in a unit appropriate for such purposes, shall be the exclu-
sive representatives of all the employees in such unit for the purposes
of collective bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of
employment, or other conditions of employment: Provided, That any
individual employee or a group of employees shall have the right at any
time to present grievances to their employer and to have such griev-
ances adjusted, without the intervention of the bargaining representa-
tive, as long as the adjustment is not inconsistent with the terms of a
collective-bargaining contract or agreement then in effect: Provided
further, That the bargaining representative has been given opportunity
to be present at such adjustment” (emphasis added). The Act’s legisla-
tive history shows that Congress intended to preserve every individual
employee’s right to “adjust” any employment-related dispute with his
or her employer. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 31-32 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part).

* When courts have jurisdiction over non-NLRA claims that are po-
tentially subject to class treatment, the availability of class-type proce-
dures does not rise to the level of a substantive right. See D. R. Horton,
Inc. v. NLRB, 737 F.3d 344, 362 (5th Cir. 2013) (“The use of class
action procedures . . . is not a substantive right.”) (citations omitted),
petition for rehearing en banc denied No. 12-60031 (5th Cir. 2014);
Deposit Guaranty National Bank v. Roper, 445 U.S. 326, 332 (1980)
(“[T]he right of a litigant to employ Rule 23 is a procedural right only,
ancillary to the litigation of substantive claims.”).
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claims does not infringe on any NLRA rights or obliga-
tions, which has prompted the overwhelming majority of
courts to reject the Board’s position regarding class-
waiver agreements;’ and (iii) enforcement of a class-
action waiver as part of an arbitration agreement is also
warranted by the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA).® Alt-
hough questions may arise regarding the enforceability
of particular agreements that waive class or collective
litigation of non-NLRA claims, I believe these questions
are exclusively within the province of the court or other
tribunal that, unlike the NLRB, has jurisdiction over such
claims.

Because I believe the Respondent’s Agreement was
lawful under the NLRA, I would find it was similarly
lawful for the Respondent to file motions in federal court
seeking to enforce the Agreement. It is relevant that the
federal courts that had jurisdiction over the non-NLRA
claims granted the Respondent’s motions to compel arbi-
tration. That the Respondent’s motions were reasonably
based is also supported by court decisions that have en-
forced similar agreements.” As the Fifth Circuit recently
observed after rejecting (for the second time) the Board’s
position regarding the legality of class-waiver agree-
ments: “[I]t is a bit bold for [the Board] to hold that an
employer who followed the reasoning of our D. R. Hor-

* The Fifth Circuit has repeatedly denied enforcement of Board or-
ders invalidating a mandatory arbitration agreement that waived class-
type treatment of non-NLRA claims. See, e.g., Murphy Oil, Inc., USA
v. NLRB, above; D. R. Horton, Inc. v. NLRB, above. The overwhelm-
ing majority of courts considering the Board’s position have likewise
rejected it. See Murphy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part); id., slip op. at 36 fn. 5 (Member John-
son, dissenting) (collecting cases); see also Patterson v. Raymours
Furniture Co., Inc., 96 F. Supp. 3d 71 (S.D.N.Y. 2015); Nanavati v.
Adecco USA, Inc., 99 F. Supp. 3d 1072 (N.D. Cal. 2015), motion to
certify for interlocutory appeal denied 2015 WL 4035072 (N.D. Cal.
June 30, 2015); Brown v. Citicorp Credit Services, Inc., No. 1:12-cv-
00062-BLW, 2015 WL 1401604 (D. Idaho Mar. 25, 2015) (granting
reconsideration of prior determination that class waiver in arbitration
agreement violated NLRA); but see Totten v. Kellogg Brown & Root,
LLC, No. ED CV 14-1766 DMG (DTBx), 2016 WL 316019 (C.D. Cal.
Jan. 22,2016).

® Because my colleagues do not rely on the judge’s findings regard-
ing the FAA’s application to the Agreement, I do not address them
either. However, I disagree with my colleagues’ assertion that, assum-
ing the FAA applies here, finding an arbitration agreement that contains
a class-action waiver unlawful under the NLRA does not conflict with
the FAA. For the reasons expressed in my Murphy Oil partial dissent
and those thoroughly explained in former Member Johnson’s dissent in
Murphy Oil, the FAA requires that arbitration agreements be enforced
according to their terms. Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part); id., slip op. at 49—58 (Member Johnson,
dissenting).

7 See, e.g., Murphy Oil, Inc., USA v. NLRB, above; Johnmohammadi
v. Bloomingdale’s, 755 F.3d 1072 (9th Cir. 2014); D. R. Horton, Inc. v.
NLRB, above; Sutherland v. Ernst & Young LLP, 726 F.3d 290 (2d Cir.
2013); Owen v. Bristol Care, Inc., 702 F.3d 1050 (8th Cir. 2013).

ton decision had no basis in fact or law or an ‘illegal ob-
jective’ in doing so. The Board might want to strike a
more respectful balance between its views and those of
circuit courts reviewing its orders.” 1 also believe that
any Board finding of a violation based on the Respond-
ent’s meritorious federal court motions to compel arbitra-
tion would improperly risk infringing on the Respond-
ent’s rights under the First Amendment’s Petition Clause.
See Bill Johnson’s Restaurants v. NLRB, 461 U.S. 731
(1983); BE & K Construction Co. v. NLRB, 536 U.S. 516
(2002); see also my partial dissent in Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 33-35. Finally, for similar
reasons, I do not believe the Board can properly require
the Respondent to reimburse Ortiz, Fardig, or any other
plaintiffs for their attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
in the circumstances presented here. Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 35.

2. Interference with NLRB Charge Filing. 1 disagree
with the judge’s finding and my colleagues’ conclusion
that the Agreement violates Section 8(a)(1) by interfering
with NLRB charge filing. The Agreement requires arbi-
tration of all employment-related disputes, including
those arising under the NLRA,’ but expressly states that
employees “are not giving up any substantive rights un-
der federal, state, or municipal law (including the right to

file claims with federal, state, or municipal government

agencies)” (emphasis added). The judge found that alt-
hough the Agreement does not preclude filing a charge
with an administrative agency, the Agreement is unlaw-
ful because it requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Act. However, for the reasons
stated in my separate opinion in Rose Group d/b/a Ap-
plebee’s Restaurant, 363 NLRB No. 75, slip op. at 3-5
(2015) (Member Miscimarra, concurring in part and dis-
senting in part), [ believe that an agreement may lawfully
provide for the arbitration of NLRA claims, and such an
agreement does not unlawfully interfere with Board
charge filing, at least where the agreement expressly pre-
serves the right to file claims or charges with the Board
or, more generally, with administrative agencies. The
Agreement preserves this right.

8 Murphy Oil, Inc., USA v. NLRB, 808 F.3d at 1021.

° The Agreement requires that “any dispute, demand, claim, contro-
versy, cause of action or suit . . . that in any way arises out of, involves,
or relates to Employee’s employment . . . shall be submitted to and
settled by final and binding arbitration.” The only claims to which the
Agreement does not apply are “claims for benefits under unemploy-
ment compensation laws or workers’ compensation laws.”
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Accordingly, I respectfully dissent.
Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18, 2016

Philip A. Miscimarra, Member

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

APPENDIX A

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employees for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or coerce you in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

WE WILL reimburse Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy Fardig, and
any other plaintiffs for reasonable attorneys’ fees and
litigation expenses that they may have incurred in oppos-
ing our motions to dismiss their collective wage claims
and compel individual arbitration.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found
at www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the
QR code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of
the decision from the Executive Secretary, National La-
bor Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employees for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or coerce you in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.
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WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Board’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—-139745 or by using the QR
code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the
decision from the Executive Secretary, National Labor
Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

Yasmin Macariola, Esq., for the General Counsel.

Frank Birchfield, Esq., and Christopher C. Murray, Esq., for
the Respondent.

David Rosenfeld, Esq. for the Charging Party.

DECISION

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ELEANOR LAWS, Administrative Law Judge. This case was
tried based on a joint motion and stipulation of facts I approved
on June 29, 2015. The charge in this proceeding was filed by
the Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize (the
Charging Party) on October 28, 2014, and a copy was served by
regular mail on Respondent, on October 29, 2014. The General
Counsel issued the original complaint on January 28, 2015, and
an amended complaint on April 9, 2015. Hobby Lobby, Inc.
(the Respondent or Company) filed timely answers denying all
material allegations and setting forth defenses.

On June 2, 2015, the General Counsel and the Respondent
filed a joint motion to submit a stipulated record to the Admin-
istrative Law Judge (Joint Motion). The Charging Party did not
join the Joint Motion. On June 3, I issued an order granting the
Charging Party until June 17, to file a response to the Joint
Motions, including any objections to it. On June 17, the Charg-
ing Party filed objections to the Joint Motion, and the General
Counsel and the Respondent, replied to the objections, respec-
tively, on June 23 and 24. I issued an order granting the Joint
Motion over the Charging Party’s objections on June 29."

! The June 3, 2015, order is hereby admitted into the record as ad-
ministrative law judge (ALJ) Exh. 1, the Charging Party’s June 17

Document: 00513638746
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The following issues are presented:

1. Whether the Respondent’s Mandatory Arbitration Agree-
ment (MAA) and related policies maintained by the Respond-
ent, which requires employees, as a condition of employment,
to waive their right to resolution of employment- related dis-
putes by collective or class action violates Section 8(a)(l) of
the National Labor Relations Act (the Act).

2. Whether the MAA maintained by the Respondent would
reasonably be read by employees to prohibit them from filing
unfair labor practice charges with the Board in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.

3. Whether the Respondent’s enforcement of the MAA
through its motions to compel arbitration in Jeremy Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVS-AN,
U.S.D.C., Central District of California; and Ortiz v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD, U.S.D.C.,
Eastern District Court of California, violates Section 8(a)( 1)
of the Act.

On the entire record, including my observation of the de-
meanor of the witnesses, and after considering the briefs filed
by the General Counsel, the Respondent, and the Charging
Party, I make the following

FINDINGS OF FACT

I. JURISDICTION

At all material times, the Respondent, an Oklahoma corpora-
tion with several stores throughout the State of California, in-
cluding one in Sacramento, California, has been engaged in
business as a retailer specializing in arts, crafts, hobbies, home
decor, holiday, and seasonal products. The parties admit, and I
find, that at all material times, Respondent has been an employ-
er engaged in commerce within the meaning of Section 2(2),
(6) and (7) of the Act.

II. FACTS

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby, is a national retailer of arts,
crafts, hobby supplies, home accents, holiday, and seasonal
products. It operates approximately 660 stores in 47 states.

The Respondent employs individuals in various job titles in-
cluding but not limited to the following: office clericals; securi-
ty staff; cashiers; stockers; floral designers; picture framers;
media buyers; craft designers; graphic & web designers; pro-
duction artists; video tutorial hosts; leave assistants; production
quality and compliance assistants; construction warehouse
workers; customer service representatives; industrial engineers;
inventory control specialists; maintenance technicians; pack-

response is admitted as ALJ Exh. 2, the General Counsel’s June 23
reply is admitted as ALJ Exh.t 3, and the Respondent’s June 24 reply is
admitted as ALJ Exh. 4. The following abbreviations are used for cita-
tions in this decision: “Jt. Mot.” for the General Counsel and Respond-
ent’s joint motion; “Jt. Exh.” for the exhibits attached to the joint mo-
tion; “GC Br.” for the General Counsel’s brief, “R Br.” for the Re-
spondents’ brief; and “CP Br.” for the Charging Party’s brief. Alt-
hough I have included several citations to the record to highlight par-
ticular exhibits, I emphasize that my findings and conclusions are based
not solely on the evidence specifically cited, but rather are based my
review and consideration of the entire record.
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ers/order pullers; photo editors; truck-trailer technicians; truck-
trailer technician trainees; social media writers; sales and use
tax accountants; and team truck drivers who transport Re-
spondent’s products across state lines. (Jt. Mot. § 4(a) &
4(b).)

Upon commencing employment, all employees receive a
copy of the Respondent’s employee handbook. There are two
different versions of the employee handbook—one for employ-
ees in California and one for employees outside of California.
Employees must sign in receipt of the handbook and agree to be
bound by its terms. The version applicable to employees in
California states™

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have received a
copy of the Company’s California Employee Handbook
(“Employee  Handbook™). I understand this Employee
Handbook contains important information on the Company’s
policies, procedures, and rules. It also contains my obliga-
tions as an employee.

I understand that this Employee Handbook replaces and su-
persedes any and all previous employee handbooks that I may
have received, or agreements or promises made by any repre-
sentative of the Company other than a Corporate Officer prior
to the date of my signature below, and that I cannot rely upon
any promises or representations made to me by anyone con-
cerning the terms and conditions of my employment that are
contrary to or inconsistent with this Employee Handbook, or
any subsequent written modifications or revisions to this Em-
ployee Handbook posted on the Company’s Employee Infor-
mation Boards.

I understand that my employment with the Company is condi-
tioned upon the contents of this Employee Handbook. I fur-
ther understand that, with the exception of the Submission of
Disputes to Binding Arbitration section of this Employee
Handbook and the Mutual Arbitration Agreement, the Com-
pany may alter, change, amend, rescind, or add to any poli-
cies, procedures, or rules set forth in this Employee Handbook
from time to time with or without prior notice. I further under-
stand that the Company will notify me of any material chang-
es to this Employee Handbook, and that, by continuing em-
ployment after being so notified of such changes, I
acknowledge, accept, and agree to such changes as a condi-
tion of my employment and continued employment.

I understand that the employment relationship between me
and the Company is at-will. I am employed on an at-will ba-
sis, as are all Company employees, and nothing to the contra-
ry stated anywhere in this Employee Handbook or by any
Company representative changes my or any employee’s at-
will status. I am free to resign at any time, for any reason, with
or without notice. Similarly, the Company is free to terminate
my employment at any time, for any reason, or for no reason
at all. I also understand that nothing in this Employee Hand-
book is to be construed as creating, whether by implication or
otherwise, any legal or contractual obligations or restrictions

? The acknowledgment of the handbook does not materially differ
for employees outside of California for purposes of this decision.
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upon the Company’s ability to terminate me as an employee
at-will, for any reason at any time. Further, no person, other
than a Corporate Officer of the Company, may enter into any
written agreement amending this atwill employment policy or
otherwise alter the at-will employment status of any employ-
ee.

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have read and
understand the provisions of this Employee Handbook and
agree to abide by all Company policies, procedures, practices,
and rules.

Since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has maintained
the MAA in its employee handbook. The MAA requires em-
ployees to waive resolution of employment-related disputes by
class, representative or collective action or other otherwise
jointly with any other person. Since at least April 28, 2014, the
Respondent has required all of its employees to enter into the
MAA in order to obtain and maintain employment with the
Respondent. (Jt. Mot. § 4(e) & §4(i).)

The MAA provides, in relevant part:

This Mutual Arbitration Agreement (“Agreement”), by and
between the undersigned employee (“Employee”) and the
Company, is made in consideration for the continued at-will
employment of Employee, the benefits and compensation
provided by Company to Employee, and Employee’s and
Company ‘s mutual agreement to arbitrate as provided in this
Agreement. Employee and Company hereby agree that any
dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of action, or suit
(collectively referred to as “Dispute”) that Employee may
have, at any time following the acceptance and execution of
this Agreement, with or against Company, its affiliates, sub-
sidiaries, officers, directors, agents, attorneys, representatives,
and/or other employees, that in any way arises out of, in-
volves, or relates to Employee’s employment with Company
or the separation of Employee’s employment with Company
(including without limitation, all Disputes involving wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, . . . sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all Dis-
putes involving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers’ compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the opposition of
harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute in tort or contract), shall be submitted to and
settled by final and binding arbitration in the county and state
in which Employee is or was employed. Such arbitration shall
be conducted pursuant to the American Arbitration Associa-
tion’s National Rules for the Resolution of Employment Dis-
putes or the Institute for Christian Conciliation’s Rules of
Procedure for Christian Conciliation, then in effect, before an
arbitrator licensed to practice law in the state in which Em-
ployee is or was employed and who is experienced with em-
ployment law. . . . The parties agree that all Disputes contem-
plated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated with Employee
and Company as the only parties to the arbitration, and that no
Dispute contemplated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated, or
litigated in a court of law, as part of a class action, collective
action, or otherwise jointly with any third party. Prior to sub-
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mitting a Dispute to arbitration, the aggrieved party shall first
attempt to resolve the Dispute by notifying the other party in
writing of the Dispute. If the other party does not respond to
and resolve the Dispute within 10 days of receipt of the writ-
ten notification, the aggrieved party then may proceed to arbi-
tration. The parties agree that the decision of the arbitrator
shall be final and binding. Judgment on any award rendered
by an arbitrator may be entered and enforced in any court
having jurisdiction thereof.

This Agreement between Employee and Company to arbitrate
all employment-related Disputes includes, but is not limited
to, all Disputes under or involving Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Acts of 1866 and 1991,
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, the Americans
with Disabilities Act, the Family and Medical Leave Act, the
Fair Labor Standards Act, the Equal Pay Act, the Fair Credit
Act, the Employee Retirement Income Security Act, and all
other federal, state, and municipal statutes, regulations, codes,
ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regulate,
govern, cover, or relate to equal employment, wrongful ter-
mination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of pri-
vacy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious prosecu-
tion, defamation, negligence, personal injury, pain and suffer-
ing, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fiduciary
duty, sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination
based on any class protected by federal, state or municipal
law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
compensation, family or medical leave, health and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute in
tort or contract. This Agreement shall not apply to claims for
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation laws.

By agreeing to arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substantive rights
under federal, state, or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state; or municipal government agen-
cies). Rather, Employee and Company are mutually agreeing
to submit all Disputes contemplated in this Agreement to arbi-
tration, rather than to a court. Company shall bear the admin-
istrative costs and fees assessed by the arbitration provider se-
lected by Employee: either the American Arbitration Associa-
tion or the Institute for Christian Conciliation. Company shall
be solely responsible for paying the arbitrator’s fee. Except
for those Disputes involving statutory rights under which the
applicable statute may provide for an award of costs and at-
torney’s fees, each party to the arbitration shall be solely re-
sponsible for its own costs and attorney’s fees, if any, relating
to any Dispute and/or arbitration. Should any party institute
any action in a court of law or equity against the other party
with respect to any Dispute required to be arbitrated under this
Agreement, the responding party shall be entitled to recover
from the initiating party all costs, expenses, and attorney fees
incurred to enforce this Agreement and compel arbitration,
and all other damages resulting from or incurred as a result of
such court action.

12

Every individual who works for Company must have signed
and returned to his/her supervisor this Agreement to be eligi-
ble for employment and continued employment with Compa-
ny. Further, Employee’s employment or continued employ-
ment will evidence Employee’s acceptance of this Agree-
ment. Employee acknowledges and agrees that Company is
engaged in transactions involving interstate commerce, that
this Agreement evidences a transaction involving commerce,
and that this Agreement is subject to the Federal Arbitration
Act. If any specific provision of this Agreement is invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain
binding and enforceable. This Agreement constitutes the en-
tire mutual agreement to arbitrate between Employee and
Company and supersedes any and all prior or contemporane-
ous oral or written agreements or understandings regarding
the arbitration of employment-related Disputes. This Agree-
ment is not, and shall not be construed to create, a contract of
employment, express or implied, and shall not alter Employ-
ee’s at-will employment status.

Employee and Company acknowledge that they have read
this Mutual Arbitration Agreement, are giving up any right
they might have at any point to sue each other, are waiving
any right to a jury trial, and are knowingly and voluntarily
consenting to all terms and conditions set forth in this Agree-
ment.

(Jt. Exhs. I, J.) The MAA is also part of the application for
employment with the Respondent. (Jt. Exhs. K, L.) It has its
own signature requirement. The signed MAA is included in
each new employee’s “new employee packet” and is filed in the
employee’s personnel file. (Jt. Exhs. M—X.) During the period
of December 18, 2010 to December 18, 2014, Respondent hired
approximately 65,880 employees and re-hired approximately
6,324 employees for a total of approximately 72,204 recipients
of the MAA. (Jt. Mot. § 4(h).)

On December 3, 2013, the Respondent filed a motion in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Califor-
nia to dismiss individual and representative wage-related claims
a former employee had filed against it under California law, in
Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD
(E.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. Y; Jt. Mot. q5.) The Respondent moved,
in the alternative, pursuant to the Federal Arbitration Act
(FAA), to compel individual arbitration of plaintiff’s claims
under the MAA the plaintiff had signed when she began her
employment. (Jt. Exh. Y.)

On April 17, 2014, the Respondent filed a motion seeking to
dismiss a putative class action lawsuit filed by multiple em-
ployees alleging wage and hour claims against it under Califor-
nia law in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-
JVSAN (C.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. Z; Jt. Mot. q 5.) In the alternative,
pursuant to FAA, the Respondent moved to compel individual
arbitration under the MAAs signed by each named plaintiff.
(Joint Ex. 2Z.) On June 13, 2014, the U.S. District Court for
the Central District of California granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel individual arbitration under the MAA.
Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores Inc., 2014 WL 2810025 (C.D.
Cal. June 13, 2014). The Fardig court rejected the plaintiffs’
arguments that the MAA was unenforceable under California
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law and under the National Labor Relations Act pursuant to the
Board’s decision in D. R. Horton, Inc., 357 NLRB 2277 (2012),
enf. granted in part and denied in part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir.
2013).

On October 1, 2014, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of California in the Ortiz case granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel individual arbitration under the MAA. Ortiz
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 52 F.Supp. 3d 1070 (E.D. Cal.
2015). The court considered the Board’s decision in D. R. Hor-
ton, and concluded its reasoning conflicted with the FAA and
the Supreme Court’s decision in AT&T Mobility LLC v. Con-
cepcion, 131 S.Ct. 1740 (2011).

III. DECISION AND ANALYSIS

A. The MAA’s Prohibition on Class and Collective
Legal Claims

Complaint paragraphs 4(a), (c), (d), and 5 allege that, at all
material times since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has
maintained the MAA, which requires employees to waive their
right to resolution of employment-related disputes by collective
or class action, as a condition of employment, in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.

Under Section 8(a)(1), it is an unfair labor practice for an
employer to interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in the
exercise of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. The
rights guaranteed in Section 7 include the right “to form, join or
assist labor organizations, to bargain collectively through repre-
sentatives of their own choosing, and to engage in other con-
certed activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or
other mutual aid or protection . ..”

1. Application of D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil

When evaluating whether a rule, including a mandatory arbi-
tration agreement, violates Section 8(a)(1), the Board applies
the test set forth in Lutheran Heritage Village-Livonia, 343
NLRB 646 (2004).*> See U-Haul Co. of California, 347 NLRB
375, 377 (2006), enfd. 255 Fed.Appx. 527 (D.C. Cir. 2007); D.
R. Horton, supra. Under Lutheran Heritage, the first inquiry is
whether the rule explicitly restricts activities protected by Sec-
tion 7. If it does, the rule is unlawful. If it does not, “the viola-
tion is dependent upon a showing of one of the following: (1)
employees would reasonably construe the language to prohibit
Section 7 activity; (2) the rule was promulgated in response to
union activity; or (3) the rule has been applied to restrict the
exercise of Section 7 rights.” Lutheran Heritage at 647.

Because the MAA explicitly prohibits employees from pur-
suing employment-related claims on a class or collective basis,
I find it violates Section 8(a)(1). The right to pursue concerted
legal action, including class complaints, addressing wages,
hours, and working conditions falls within Section 7’s protec-
tions. See, e.g., Murphy Oil USA, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72
(2014); D. R. Horton, supra;4 see also Eastex, Inc. v. NLRB,

* The Charging Party argues that Lutheran Heritage should be over-
ruled. Any arguments regarding the legal integrity of Board precedent,
however, are properly addressed to the Board.

* The Board in Murphy Oil reexamined D. R. Horton, and deter-
mined that its reasoning and results were correct.
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437 U.S. 556, 566 (1978)(Section 7 protects employee efforts
seeking “to improve working conditions through resort to ad-
ministrative and judicial forums; Spandsco Oil & Royalty Co.,
42 NLRB 942, 948-949 (1942); Salt River Valley Water Users
Assn., 99 NLRB 849, 853-854 (1952), enfd. 206 F.2d 325 (9th
Cir. 1953); Brady v. National Football League, 644 F.3d 661,
673 (8th Cir. 2011) (“lawsuit filed in good faith by a group of
employees to achieve more favorable terms or conditions of
employment is ‘concerted activity’ under §7 of the National
Labor Relations Act.”); Trinity Trucking & Materials Corp. v.
NLRB, 567 F.2d 391 (7th Cir. 1977) (mem. disp.), cert. denied,
438 U.S. 914 (1978). Accordingly, an employer rule or policy
that interferes with such actions violates Section 8(a)(1). D. R.
Horton, supra.; Murphy Oil, supra; See also Chesapeake Ener-
gy Corp., 362 NLRB No. 80 (2015); Cellular Sales of Missouri,
362 NLRB No. 27 (2015); The Neiman Marcus Group, Inc.,
362 NLRB No. 157 (2015); Countrywide Financial Corp., 362
NLRB No. 165 (2015); PJ Cheese Inc., 362 NLRB No. 177
(2015); Leslie’s Pool Mart, Inc., 362 NLRB No. 184 (2015);
On Assignment Staffing Services, 362 NLRB No. 189 (2015).

The Respondent propounds numerous arguments as to why
D. R. Horton and its progeny should be overturned.’ (R Br. 6—
48.) I am, however, required to follow Board precedent, unless
and until it is overruled by the United States Supreme Court.’
See Gas Spring Co., 296 NLRB 84, 97 (1989) (citing, inter alia,
Insurance Agents International Union, 119 NLRB 768 (1957),
revd. 260 F.2d 736 (D.C. Cir. 1958), affd. 361 U.S. 477
(1960)), enfd. 908 F.2d 966 (4th Cir. 1990), cert. denied 498
U.S. 1084 (1991). Applying the above-cited Board precedent, I
find the MAA violates Section 8(a)(1).

Though the Board has made its ruling on the issue clear, I
will address the Respondent’s arguments that have not been as
fully covered by previous decisions. The Respondent contends
that a class action waiver does not abridge employees’ right to
seek class certification to any greater extent than an employer’s
filing an opposition to an employee’s motion for class certifica-
tion. Of course it does; the former precludes the right, the latter
responds to it. And it is apparent the waiver gives the opposi-
tion teeth. The Respondent then adds the element of success to
the employer’s motion to secure its argument. Success of the
employer’s motion cannot be presumed, however. The Re-
spondent’s argument thus fails.

Deference and the Federal Arbitration Act, 128 Harv. L. Rev. 907
(January 12, 2015), provides a well-reasoned explanation as to why the
Board’s conclusion that collective and class litigation is protected Sec-
tion 7 activity should be accorded deference by the courts.

3 Many of these arguments are in line with the dissents in D. R. Hor-
ton and Murphy Oil. Numerous Board and ALJ decisions have ad-
dressed the specific arguments raised by the Respondent and there is
nothing I can add in this decision that has not already been addressed
repeatedly.

® The Respondent contends that, because the Board did not petition
for a writ of certiorari to challenge the Fifth Circuit’s rejection of the
relevant part of D. R Horton, and because that decision rests primarily
on interpretation of a statute other than the NLRA, I should not be
constrained by Board precedent. No authority was cited for this con-
tention, however, and I therefore decline to stray from the Board’s
established caselaw on this point.
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The Respondent also contends that the Board’s decisions
stand for the proposition that employees have the right to have
certification decisions heard on their merits. The Board has
made no such holding or suggestion. If, by way of the example
cited in the Respondent’s brief, the class representative misses
a filing deadline, nothing in any of the Board’s cases suggests a
court must nonetheless decide class certification on the merits.

As to the Respondent’s assertion that there is no basis in the
NLRA, the Federal Rules, or case law for D .R. Horton's pre-
sumption that class procedures were created to serve any con-
cerns or purposes under the NLRA, the Board has not relied on
such concerns or purposes. Two employees who together file
charges with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) about racial harassment are engaged in concerted ac-
tivity about their working conditions, though the EEOC’s
charge processing procedures were certainly not created to
serve any concerns or purposes under the NLRA. The EEOC’s
procedures, like class procedures in court, are one of many
avenues available for concerted legal activity, regardless of the
purposes those procedures were intended to serve.

The Respondent next appears to be arguing that employees
can, albeit in vain, file putative class action lawsuits despite the
MAA, suffer no adverse consequences for it, and therefore the
MAA does not infringe on their rights. There need not be ad-
verse consequences for non-adherence to the MAA for it to
violate the Act. Moreover, the MAA on its face spells out ad-
verse consequences for filing putative class actions. The MAA
states, in relevant part:

Should any party institute any action in a court of law or equi-
ty against the other party with respect to any Dispute required
to be arbitrated under this Agreement, the responding party
shall be entitled to recover from the initiating party all costs,
expenses, and attorney fees incurred to enforce this Agree-
ment and compel arbitration, and all other damages resulting
from or incurred as a result of such court action.

Thus, in addition to breaking an agreement with the employer
not to sue as an express condition of continued employment, an
employee who files a putative class action may be assessed
with fees and damages.

The Respondent also contends that the Board in D. R. Hor-
ton misinterpreted the Norris-LaGuardia Act (NGLA) when
determining it prohibits the enforcement of agreements like the
FAA. The Board recently reaffirmed its position that the FAA
must yield to the NLGA, stating

The Board has previously explained why “even if there were
a direct conflict between the NLRA and the FAA, the Norris-
LaGuardia Act . . . indicates that the FAA would have to yield
insofar as necessary to accommodate Section 7 rights.” An
arbitration agreement between an individual employee and an
employer that completely precludes the employee from en-
gaging in concerted legal activity clearly conflicts with the
express federal policy declared in the Norris-LaGuardia Act.
That conflict in no way depends on whether the agreement is
properly characterized as a condition of employment. By its
plain terms, the Norris-LaGuardia Act sweepingly condemns
“[aJny undertaking or promise . . . in conflict with the public
policy declared” in the statute: insuring that the “individual
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unorganized worker” is “free from the interference, restraint,
or coercion of employers . . . in . . . concerted activities for the
purpose of . . . mutual aid or protection,” including “[b]y all
lawful means aiding any person participating or interested in
any labor dispute who . . . is prosecuting, any action or suit in
any court of the United States or any state.”

On Assignment Staffing Services, supra, slip op. at 10 (Empha-
sis in original, internal citations and footnotes omitted.)

2. The MAA as an employment contract

The Charging Party also asserts that the FAA does not apply
because there is no employment contract, citing to the Supreme
Court’s decisions in Circuit City Stores Inc. v. Adams, 532 U.S.
105, 113-114 (2001), Buckeye Check Cashing, Inc. v.
Cardegna, 546 U.S. 440, 445 (2006), and Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v. Dobson, 513 U.S. 265, 277 (1995).
7 The Charging Party points out that the MAA itself states,
“[t]his Agreement is not, and shall not be construed to create, a
contract of employment, express or implied, and shall not alter
Employee’s at-will employment status.” The employees’ at-
will status is also set forth in the introductory paragraph of the
employee handbook. (Jt. Exh. I p. 5;Jt. Exh. J p. 5.)

The Charging Party notes that the Respondent has not of-
fered evidence or argument that a contract of employment has
been created by virtue of the MAA in any of the states where it
operates. Resolution of this issue would involve delving into
each state’s body of contract law.® Because it is not required to
support my conclusion herein that the MAA violates Section
8(a)(1), I decline to undertake this enormous task, the legal
aspects of which none of the parties have addressed in their
briefs.

” The Charging Party also asserts that MAA, when coupled with the
Respondent’s confidentiality policy, solicitation policy, loitering poli-
cy, email usage policy, computer usage policy, and/or return of compa-
ny property policy, provide other bases for finding it unlawful. I agree
that these policies, when viewed in conjunction with the MAA, act as
further barriers to employees discussing their arbitrations under the
MAA and/or garnering support from fellow employees. The complaint,
however, does not allege that any policy other than the MAA violates
the Act, and therefore my conclusions are limited to the MAA. See
Penntech Papers, 263 NLRB 264, 265 (1982); Kimtruss Corp., 305
NLRB 710, 711 (1991).

The Charging Party sets forth numerous other arguments, including
the FAA’s impact on other federal and state statutes, the rights of
workers to organize under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act
(RFRA), and the effect of the MAA on union representation. I have
considered each argument in the Charging Party’s brief. Because this
case can be decided by applying the Board precedent discussed above, 1
do not address all of the Charging Party’s arguments.

# For example, under Minnesota law, the disclaimer language in the
MAA may negate the existence of a contract. See Kulkay v. Allied
Central Stores, Inc., 398 N.W.2d 573, 578 (Minn.Ct.App.1986). By
contrast, in Circuit City, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
determined the dispute resolution agreement at issue, with disclaimer
language almost identical to the agreement at issue here, was an “em-
ployment contract.” Circuit City Stores, Inc. v. Adams, 194 F.3d 1070
(1999); See also Ashbey v. Archstone Property Management, Inc.,
2015 WL 2193178 (9th Cir. 2015).
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3. The MAAs and commerce

The Charging Party argues that there is no evidence the indi-
vidual MAAs with the Respondent’s employees affect com-
merce, and asserts that the activity of arbitration does not affect
interstate commerce. This raises the fundamental question of
what, in fact, is the “transaction involving commerce” the
MAA evidences to bring it within the FAA’s reach?

The FAA, at 9 USC § 2, applies to a “written provision in
any maritime transaction or a contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce to settle by arbitration a controversy
thereafter arising out of such contract or transaction . . .” Spe-
cifically excluded, however, are “contracts of employment of
seamen, railroad employees, or any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or interstate commerce.” 9 USC § 1. The
Supreme Court in Circuit City interpreted this exclusionary
provision, “any other class of workers engaged in foreign or
interstate commerce,” narrowly, and held it applied only to
workers actually working in commercial industries similar to
seamen and railroad employees. Relying on Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v. Dobson, 513 U.S. 265 (1995),” the
Court in Circuit City interpreted Section 2’s inclusion provi-
sion, a “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce,” broadly, finding it was not limited to transactions simi-
lar to maritime transactions.'® In line with these interpretations,
most contracts of employment fall within the FAA’s reach,
regardless of whether the employees themselves are involved in
any traditionally-defined commercial transactions as part of
their work.

In Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, the Supreme Court exam-
ined the phrase “evidencing a transaction” involving commerce
and determined that “the transaction (that the contract ‘evi-
dences’) must turn out, in fact . . . [to] have involved interstate
commerce[.]” (emphasis in original). A prior Supreme Court
case, Bernhardt v. Polygraphic Co. of America, 350 U.S. 198
(1956), that like Circuit City and Allied-Bruce Terminix inter-

® The Court in Allied-Bruce found that the term “involving” was the
same as “affecting” and that the phrase “‘affecting commerce’ normally
signals Congress’ intent to exercise its Commerce Clause powers to the
full.” 513 U.S. at 273-275.

' Though I am bound by the majority’s decision in Circuit City, 1
find the dissenting opinions, and in particular Justice Souter’s explana-
tion of why the Court’s “parsimonious construction of § 1 of the . . .
FAA . .. 1is not consistent with its expansive reading of § 2,” more
sound and compelling. Presumably the result of adherence to prece-
dent, the phrase “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce” is not seen as a residual phrase following the specific category
of maritime transactions in § 2, but the phrase “any other class of work-
ers engaged in foreign or interstate commerce” is seen as a residual
phrase following the specific categories of seamen and railroad em-
ployees in § 1. This distinction supplied the Court’s rationale for ap-
plying the maxim ejusdem generis to “any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or interstate commerce” to support its finding that
employment contracts are covered by the FAA. “Maritime transac-
tions” is defined in § 1 by way of listing various transactional contracts,
such as charter parties, bills of lading, and agreements relating to sup-
plies and vessels. Applying ejusdem generis, the expansive definition
given to the phrase “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce,” fails to give independent meaning to the term “maritime trans-
action.”
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preted the words “involving commerce” as broadly as the
words “affecting commerce,”'! involved an employment con-
tract between Polygraphic Co., an employer engaged in inter-
state commerce, and Norman Bernhardt, the superintendent of
Polygraphic Co.’s Vermont plant. The employment contract at
issue contained a provision that in case of any dispute, the par-
ties would submit the matter to arbitration by the American
Arbitration Association.

The Supreme Court found the FAA did not apply because
the company did not show that the employee, “while perform-
ing his duties under the employment contract was working ‘in’
commerce, was producing goods for commerce, or was engag-
ing in activity that affected commerce, within the meaning of
our decisions.”"?

" Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, at 277.

"2 The agreement provided for the employment of Bernhardt as the
superintendent of Polygraphic Co.’s lithograph plant in Vermont. Its
terms stated:

“Subject to the general supervision and pursuant to the orders, ad-
vice and direction of the Employer, Employee shall have charge of and
be responsible for the operation of said lithographic plant in North
Bennington, shall perform such other duties as are customarily per-
formed by one holding such position in other, same or similar business-
es or enterprises as that engaged in by the Employer, and shall also
additionally render such other and unrelated services and duties as may
be assigned to him from time to time by Employer.

“Employer shall pay Employee and Employee agrees to accept from
Employer, in full payment for Employee’s services hereunder, compen-
sation at the rate of $15,000.00 per annum, payable twice a month on
the 15th and Ist days of each month during which this agreement shall
be in force; the compensation for the period commencing August 1,
1952 through August 15, 1952 shall be payable on August 15, 1952. In
addition to the foregoing, Employer agrees that it will reimburse Em-
ployee for any and all necessary, customary and usual expenses in-
curred by him while traveling for and on behalf of the Employer pursu-
ant to Employer’s directions.

“It is expressly understood and agreed that Employee shall not be
entitled to any additional compensation by reason of any service which
he may perform as a member of any managing committee of Employer,
or in the event that he shall at any time be elected an officer or director
of Employer.

“The parties hereto do agree that any differences, claim or matter in
dispute arising between them out of this agreement or connected here-
with shall be submitted by them to arbitration by the American Arbitra-
tion Association, or its successor and that the determination of said
American Arbitration Association or its successors, or of any arbitrators
designated by said Association, on such matter shall be final and abso-
lute. The said arbitrator shall be governed by the duly promulgated
rules and regulations of the American Arbitration Association, or it its
successor, and the pertinent provisions of the Civil Practice Act of the
State of New York relating to arbitrations [section 1448 et seq.]. The
decision of the arbitrator may be entered as a judgment in any court of
the State of New York or elsewhere.

“The parties hereto do hereby stipulate and agree that it is their in-
tention and covenant that this agreement and performance hereunder
and all suits and special proceedings hereunder be construed in accord-
ance with and under and pursuant to the laws of the State of New York
and that in any action special proceedings or other proceeding that may
be brought arising out of, in connection with or by reason of this
agreement, the laws of the State of New York shall be applicable and
shall govern to the exclusion of the law of any other forum, without
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Here, the contract at issue is the MAA." There is no other
employment contract implicated in the complaint or the an-
swer.'* By virtue of the MAA, the employee and employer
have transacted an agreement to resolve employment disputes
through arbitration. What is analytically more difficult about
the MAA and similar agreements, when compared with most
contracts, is that the arbitration agreement itself is part of the
consideration for the transaction. The agreement here states
that the “Mutual Arbitration Agreement . . . is made in consid-
eration for the continued at-will employment of the Employee,
the benefits and compensation provided by Company to Em-
ployee, and Employee’s and Company’s mutual agreement to
arbitrate as provided in this Agreement.”® (Jt. Exh. I p. 55; Jt.
Exh. J p. 56.) Generally, when a contract is involved, the arbi-
tration agreement is a means to solve a contract dispute, and the
terms of the agreement spell out independent consideration.
For example, in Allied-Bruce Terminix, consideration for the
termite bond at issue was money. In Buckeye Check Cashing,
individuals entered into “various deferred-payment transactions
with . . . Buckeye . . . in which they received cash in exchange
for a personal check in the amount of the cash plus a finance
charge.” 546 U.S. at 440. In Gilmer v. Interstate/Johnson Lane
Corp., 500 U.S. 20 (1991), the arbitration agreement was part
of an application to register with the New York Stock Ex-
change. In none of these cases was the agreement to arbitrate
itself consideration in the “contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce.”

The MAA’s terms, including the “consideration” of the indi-
vidual arbitral process, are not implicated until there is an em-
ployment dispute. In other words, an employment dispute is a
condition precedent to performance under the MAA. In typical
transactions, a dispute is not necessary for the terms of the
agreement to be exercised. For example, in Buckeye, the check
cashing company provided cash to the individuals as considera-
tion for the individuals signing over their checks and paying a
fee. These transactions could play out indefinitely without the

regard to the jurisdiction in which any action or special proceeding may
be instituted.” 218 F.2d 948, 949-950 (2d Cir. 1955).

13 T have not been asked to decide whether the entire employee
handbook is a contract, and make no findings on this point.

There is no evidence here of any contract setting forth payment, du-
ties, etc. of the various employees’ jobs, as in Bernhardt. This renders
the interpretation in this decision narrower than in Bernhardt because 1
am not looking at a broader employment contract, with an agreement to
arbitrate disputes embedded in it, and whether that contract has been
breached based on the terms of that contract. Instead, I am looking at
whether any employment dispute covered by the contract, here the
MAA, evidences a transaction involving commerce.

' 1t strikes me as peculiar that the contract to arbitrate itself is the
contract at issue to determine applicability of the FAA, rather than an
external contract or agreement subject to an arbitration provision. In
most cases, the arbitration agreement would kick in if there was a dis-
pute as to performance under the terms of the agreement. Here, a dis-
pute regarding performance under the terms of the MAA would con-
cern whether the employee submitted a covered dispute to arbitration in
line with the MAA, or breached the agreement by filing a lawsuit in
court.

'3 Oddly, by this language the MAA is in part made in consideration
for itself.
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arbitration agreement provision ever coming into play. If the
individuals in Buckeye performed their end of the bargain by
turning over their checks and the check cashing company sat
idle, a dispute would arise. Conversely, there would be no need
for the check cashing company to do anything if the individual
never presented it with a check to cash. Not so here, if the
employees’ work is part of the consideration. At all times prior
to the advent of a covered dispute and the invocation of a way
to resolve it, the employer is continuing to employ the employ-
ee and the employee is continuing to perform work for the em-
ployer. Continued employment triggers no duty on the em-
ployer or the employee with regard to the MAA.'® The em-
ployee deciding not to continue employment with the Respond-
ent, without more, likewise triggers no duty under the MAA. It
is difficult to see, therefore, how continued employment is part
of the “transaction” the MAA evidences.

Simply put, the MAA is a contract about how employment
disputes will be resolved. The “transactions” evidenced by the
MAA are agreements to arbitrate any and all employment dis-
putes. Yes, the MAA is a condition of employment, but its
topic is not the work the employees will perform or the condi-
tions under which they will perform it. An employer engaged
in interstate commerce could require employees, as a condition
of employment, to sign an agreement stating that they will sit
with their coworkers for lunchtime on Tuesdays.!” The topic of
this agreement is not the employee’s work duties or the em-
ployer’s business, but rather who the employees will eat lunch
with on Tuesdays. It certainly would seem a stretch to find that
this agreement would be a “maritime transaction or a contract
evidencing a transaction involving commerce.”

As noted above, the MAA applies to all employees. As the
Charging Party points out, some disputes covered by the MAA
with some of these employees would likely affect commerce,
and other minor disputes likely would not. Take the example
of a security worker who walks a block to work (not across
state lines) at the same Hobby Lobby store each day. It is hard
to see how an individual arbitration, required by the MAA,
about a disagreement over the timing of this security worker’s
lunch break evidences any transaction involving commerce.
The fact that the employer is engaged in interstate commerce
does not, in my view, render any individual agreement to arbi-
trate an employment dispute as a “contract evidencing a trans-
action involving commerce” because it is not the employer’s
business of producing and selling goods in interstate commerce
comprising the “transaction” evidenced by the MAA. To inter-
pret thlg FAA this broadly would finally stretch it to its breaking
point.

' Moreover, as the Respondent asserts, employees who have filed
class and/or collective lawsuits have not been disciplined, much less
been terminated.

17 Of course, there would be a clause stating that any disputes over
this policy would be subject to arbitration.

'8 Many of the Supreme Court Justices, for example, believe the
FAA was stretched too far when the Court determined it applied to state
court claims. Southland Corp. v. Keating, 465 U.S. 1 (1984), Justice
O’Connor, joined by Justice Rehnquist, dissenting; See also Allied-
Bruce Terminex, supra., Justice O’Connor concurring ; Justice Scalia
dissenting; Justice Thomas, joined by Justice Scalia, dissenting. Others
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Even if the “transaction” the MAA contemplates is employ-
ment or continued employment under the MAA’s terms, the
individual agreements do not necessarily “evidence a transac-
tion involving commerce.” As in Bernhardt, not all of the Re-
spondent’s employees, while performing their duties, are “‘in’
commerce, . . . producing goods for commerce, or . .. engag-
ing in activity that affect[s] commerce . . ..”

Consideration of the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens
Bank v. Alafabco, Inc., 539 U.S. 52 (2003), does not lead to a
different finding. In Citizen’s Bank, the Court stated, “Con-
gress” Commerce Clause power ‘may be exercised in individual
cases without showing any specific effect upon interstate com-
merce’ if in the aggregate the economic activity in question
would represent ‘a general practice . . . subject to federal con-
trol.”” 539 U.S. at 5657, quoting Mandeville Island Farms,
Inc. v. American Crystal Sugar Co., 334 U.S. 219, 236, (1948).
Citizens Bank and Alafabco, a fabrication and construction
company, entered into debt-restructuring agreements that con-
tained an agreement to arbitrate any disputes. The Court reject-
ed the argument that the individual transactions underlying the
agreements did not, taken alone, have a “substantial effect on
interstate commerce.” Id. at 56. First, the Court found that
Alafabco engaged in interstate commerce using loans from
Citizens Bank that were renegotiated and redocumented in the
debt-restructuring agreements. Second, the loans at issue were
secured by goods assembled out-of-state. Finally, the Court
relied upon the “broad impact of commercial lending on the
national economy [and] Congress’ power to regulate that activi-
ty pursuant to the Commerce Clause.” The arbitration agree-
ments between the Respondent and the individual employees in
this case do not fall within any of these rationales.

The Charging Party, pointing out that the FAA derives its au-
thority from the Commerce Clause, cites to National Federa-
tion of Independent Businesses v. Sebelius, 132 S.Ct. 2566
(2012). Sebelius discusses the Commerce Clause in relation to
Affordable Healthcare Act’s (ACA) provision requiring indi-
viduals to buy health insurance, commonly known as the indi-
vidual mandate. In describing the reach of the Commerce
Clause in Sebelius, the Court observed, “Our precedent also
reflects this understanding. As expansive as our cases constru-
ing the scope of the commerce power have been, they all have
one thing in common: They uniformly describe the power as
reaching ‘activity.”” The Court determined that the “activity”
at issue with regard to the individual mandate was the purchase
of healthcare insurance, and that under the Commerce Clause,
Congress was not empowered to regulate the failure to engage
in this activity. Under this analysis, the “activity” the MAA
concerns is resolution of employment disputes. For the reasons
described above, this “activity” does not necessarily affect in-
terstate commerce, particularly in cases where no dispute with
regard to employment under the MAA ever arises.

Based on the foregoing, I agree with the Charging Party that
the Respondent has made no showing that an arbitration agree-

believe it was stretched too far when it was held to apply to employ-
ment contracts. Circuit City, supra, Justice Stevens, joined by Justices
Ginsburg, Breyer, and Souter, dissenting; Justice Souter, joined by
Justices Stevens, Ginsburg and Breyer, dissenting.
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ment between the Respondent and any of its individual em-
ployees affects commerce. "’

4. Team truckdrivers

The Charging Party further argues that team truck drivers
who transport the Respondent’s products across state lines are a
class of workers engaged in interstate commerce, and therefore
fall within FAA’s exception at 9 U.S.C. § 1. The Court in Cir-
cuit City held that “Section 1 exempts from the FAA only con-
tracts of employment of transportation workers.” The interstate
truck drivers are clearly transportation workers, a fact not dis-
puted by the Respondent, and therefore are exempt from the
FAA. Requiring the team truck drivers to sign and adhere to
the MAA therefore violates the Act, regardless of the Board’s
decisions in D. R. Horton and related cases.

B. Enforcement of the MAA

Complaint paragraphs 4(e) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by enforcing the MAA, as
detailed above.

It is well settled that an employer violates Section 8(a)(1) by
enforcing a rule that unlawfully restricts Section 7 rights. See,
e.g., NLRB v. Washington Aluminum Co., 370 U.S. 9, 16-17
(1962); Republic Aviation Corp. v. NLRB, 324 U.S. 793 (1945).

Here, it is undisputed that the Respondent enforced the MAA
by filing motions to compel individual arbitration in Fardig and
Ortiz, as detailed above. (Jt. Exhs. Y, Z). The Respondent con-
tends that the Board lacks authority to enjoin the Respondent’s
motions to compel because they are protected by the First
Amendment under Bill Johnson’s Restaurants, Inc. v. NLRB,
461 U.S. 731, 741 (1983), and BE&K Construction CO. v.
NLRB, 536 U.S. 516 (2002). I find that instant case falls within
the exception set forth in Bill Johnson’s at footnote 5, which
states in relevant part:

It should be kept in mind that what is involved here is an em-
ployer’s lawsuit that the federal law would not bar except for
its allegedly retaliatory motivation. We are not dealing with a
suit that is claimed to be beyond the jurisdiction of the state
courts because of federal-law preemption, or a suit that has an
objective that is illegal under federal law. Petitioner concedes
that the Board may enjoin these latter types of suits. . . . Nor
could it be successfully argued otherwise, for we have upheld
Board orders enjoining unions from prosecuting court suits
for enforcement of fines that could not lawfully be imposed
under the Act, see Granite State Joint Board, Textile Workers
Union, 187 N.L.R.B. 636, 637 (1970), enforcement denied,
446 F.2d 369 (CA1 1971), rev’d, 409 U.S. 213, 93 S.Ct. 385,
34 L.Ed.2d 422 (1972); Booster Lodge No. 405, Machinists &
Aerospace Workers, 185 N.L.R.B. 380, 383 (1970), enforced

1 As the party asserting the FAA as an affirmative defense, the Re-
spondent has the burden of proof to show that the agreements at issue
are subject to the FAA. The assertion of the FAA as an affirmative
defense requires me to address its reach in this decision. Though, as
the Respondent notes, many courts have disagreed with the Board’s
rationale in D. R. Horton, et. al., the precise issue of whether a particu-
lar agreement to arbitrate is a “maritime transaction or a contract evi-
dencing a transaction involving commerce” has not been squarely ad-
dressed.
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in relevant part, 148 U.S.App.D.C. 119, 459 F.2d 1143
(1972), aff'd, 412 U.S. 84, 93 S.Ct. 1961, 36 L.Ed.2d 764
(1973), and this Court has concluded that, at the Board’s re-
quest, a District Court may enjoin enforcement of a state-
court injunction “where [the Board’s] federal power pre-
empts the field.” NLRB v. Nash-Finch Co., 404 U.S. 138, 144,
92 S.Ct. 373,377,30 L.Ed.2d 328 (1971).

The Board has determined that these exceptions apply in the
wake of Bill Johnson’s and BE&K Construction. See, e.g.,
Allied Trades Council (Duane Reade Inc.), 342 NLRB 1010,
1013, fn. 4 (2004); Teamsters, Local 776 (Rite Aid), 305 NLRB
832, 835 (1991). Moreover, particular litigation tactics may
fall within the exception even if the entire lawsuit may not be
enjoined. Wright Electric, Inc., 327 NLRB 1194, 1195 (1999),
enfd. 200 F.3d 1162 (8th Cir. 2000); Dilling Mechanical Con-
tractors, 357 NLRB 544 (2011). As such, since the Board has
concluded that agreements such as those comprising the MAA
explicitly restrict Section 7 activity, the Respondent’s attempt
to enforce the MAA in state court by moving to compel arbitra-
tion fall within the unlawful objective exception in Bill John-
son’s. See Neiman Marcus Group, supra.

The Respondent argues that numerous courts have found
agreements such as the MAA to be lawful and enforceable.
While this is true, the Board has held that agreements such as
the MAA violate the Act, and the Supreme Court has not ruled
otherwise. The Respondent, by its actions in court, is challeng-
ing Board case law which very clearly holds the MAA violates
the Act. The motion to compel arbitration, which by virtue of
the MAA can only be on an individual basis, is the crux of the
challenge. Inherent in this challenge are risks, which the Re-
spondent is assuming by declining to follow the Board’s case
law as it works its way through the system.

C. The MAA and Board Charges

Complaint paragraphs 4(b) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) by maintaining, at all material times
since at least April 28, 2014, which would reasonably be read
by employees to prohibit them from filing unfair labor practice
charges with the Board.

The Lutheran Heritage test set forth above applies to this al-
legation. I find that employees would reasonably construe the
MAA as restricting their access to file charges with the Board.

The MAA is worded very broadly, and explicitly states it ap-
plies to “any dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of
action, or suit (collectively referred to as “Dispute”) that Em-
ployee may have” at any time that that “in any way arises out
of, involves, or relates to Employee’s employment” with the
Respondent. This would certainly encompass an unfair labor
practice charge with the Board.

More specifically, the MAA includes disputes involving:

wrongful termination, wages, compensation, work hours, . . .
sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on
any class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all
Disputes involving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers” compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the opposition of
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harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute.

Certainly, disputes about wrongful termination, wages, com-
pensation, and hours could comprise unfair labor practice
claims. Discrimination based on Section 7 activity also is en-
compassed by this language.

The MAA then proceeds to state it applies to disputes under
various federal laws, ending with a catchall that it applies to
disputes under :

all other federal, state, and municipal statutes, regulations,
codes, ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regu-
late, govern, cover, or relate to equal employment, wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of
privacy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious prose-
cution, defamation, negligence, personal injury, pain and suf-
fering, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fidu-
ciary duty, sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimina-
tion based on any class protected by federal, state or munici-
pal law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
compensation, family or medical leave, health and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute in
tort or contract.

That this would encompass some claims under the NLRA re-
quires no explanation. The only claims explicitly excluded are
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation laws.

The Respondent contends that the MAA would not be inter-
preted to apply to Board charges because of the following lan-
guage:

By agreeing to arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substantive rights
under federal, state or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state or municipal government agen-
cies).

The Respondent contends that because of the explicit statement
that claims with federal, state, or municipal agencies are ex-
cluded from the MAA, any misinterpretation of the MAA
would be manifestly unreasonable. I disagree.

To begin with, the MAA specifically states claims of sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal law are subject to mandatory individ-
ual arbitration. These are all patently clear examples of claims
that arise under the civil rights statutes the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) enforces, i.e., Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans with Disabilities
Act, and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act.’ Yet the
MAA also states that nothing would preclude an employee
from filing a charge with a federal agency, ostensibly including
the EEOC.*' The only way to reconcile these two provisions is
to read the MAA as not precluding filing a charge with an ad-

? These statutes are respectively codified at 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq.;
42 U.S.C. 121-1 et seq; and 20 U.S.C. 633a.

2l The EEOC’s charge-filing process
http://eeoc.gov/employees/howtofile.cfm.

is described at
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ministrative agency, yet in the end those disputes must be re-
solved only through final and binding arbitration under the
MAA rather than through whatever fruits filing a charge or
other similar effort may bear. The same rationale holds true for
Board proceedings, given that the MAA requires individual
arbitration of disputes over “wrongful termination, wages,
compensation, work hours.” This begs the question: Why
would any employee bother to file a charge? A reasonable
employee, not versed in how various federal, state, and local
agencies process claims, would take it at face value that the
topics specifically included as falling within the MAA would
be subject to arbitration. This is particularly true given that the
MAA explicitly excludes benefits under unemployment com-
pensation laws or workers’ compensation laws, but not under
the NLRA.

Considering that ambiguities must be construed against the
drafter of the MAA, which is the Respondent, I find the MAA
violates Section 8(a)(1) because employees would reasonably
believe the MAA requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Act. See Aroostook County Regional
Ophthalmology Center, 317 NLRB 218 (1995).

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

(1) The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., is an em-
ployer within the meaning of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act.

(2) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining and enforcing a mandatory arbitration agreement
(MAA) requiring all employment-related disputes to be submit-
ted to individual binding arbitration.

(3) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act
when it enforced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation
the Charging Party brought against the Respondent.

(4) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that employees
reasonably would believe bars or restricts their right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

REMEDY

Having found that the Respondent has engaged in certain un-
fair labor practices, I shall order it to cease and desist therefrom
and to take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the
policies of the Act.

As 1 have concluded that the MAA is unlawful, the recom-
mended order requires that the Respondent revise or rescind it
in all of its forms to make clear to employees that the arbitra-
tion agreement does not constitute a waiver of their right to
maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective actions
in all forums, and that it does not restrict employees’ right to
file charges with the National Labor Relations Board. The
Respondent shall notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised,
provide them a copy of the revised agreement. Because the
Respondent utilized the MAA on a corporatewide basis, the
Respondent shall post a notice at all locations where the MAA,
or any portion of it requiring all employment-related disputes to
be submitted to individual binding arbitration, was in effect.
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See, e.g., U-Haul Co. of California, supra, fn. 2 (2006); D. R.
Horton, supra, slip op. at 17; Murphy Oil, supra.

I recommend the Respondent be required to notify the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District of California in Ortiz v.
Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D.
Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Central District of
California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-
00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or revised the
mandatory arbitration agreements upon which it based its mo-
tion to dismiss these actions and to compel individual arbitra-
tion of the claims, and inform the court that it no longer oppos-
es the actions on the basis of the arbitration agreement.

I recommend the Company be required to reimburse em-
ployees for any litigation and related expenses, with interest, to
date and in the future, directly related to the Company’s filing
its motion to compel arbitrations in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.). Determining the applicable rate of interest on the reim-
bursement will be as outlined in New Horizons, 283 NLRB
1173 (1987), (adopting the Internal Revenue Service rate for
underpayment of Federal taxes). Interest on all amounts due to
the employees shall be computed on a daily basis as prescribed
in Kentucky River Medical Center, 356 NLRB 6 (2010).

On these findings of fact and conclusions of law and on the
entire record, I issue the following recommended®

ORDER

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sacramento, California,
its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that em-
ployees reasonably would believe bars or restricts the right to
file charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitration
agreement that requires employees, as a condition of employ-
ment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective actions
in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

(c) In any like or related manner interfering with, restrain-
ing, or coercing employees in the exercise of the rights guaran-
teed to them by Section 7 of the Act.

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to effec-
tuate the policies of the Act.

(a) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its
forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear to employees
that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of
their right to maintain employment-related joint, class, or col-
lective actions in all forums, and that it does not restrict em-
ployees’ right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were re-
quired to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in any form

2 If no exceptions are filed as provided by Sec. 102.46 of the
Board’s Rules and Regulations, the findings, conclusions, and recom-
mended Order shall, as provided in Sec. 102.48 of the Rules, be adopt-
ed by the Board and all objections to them shall be deemed waived for
all purposes.
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that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised, provide
them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) Notify the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of
California in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,2:13-cv-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Cen-
tral District of California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or
revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which it
based its motions to dismiss the class and collective actions and
to compel individual arbitration of the employees’ claim, and
inform the respective courts that it no longer opposes the ac-
tions on the basis of the arbitration agreement.

(d) In the manner set forth in this decision, reimburse the
plaintiffs who filed suit in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), for any
reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses that she may
have incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motion to dismiss
the wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

(e) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at all
facilities in California the attached notice marked “Appendix
A,” and at all other facilities employing covered employees,
copies of the attached notice marked “Appendix B.”** Copies
of the notice, on forms provided by the Regional Director for
Region 31, after being signed by the Respondent’s authorized
representative, shall be posted by the Respondent and main-
tained for 60 consecutive days in conspicuous places including
all places where notices to employees are customarily posted.
In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the notices
shall be distributed electronically, such as by email, posting on
an intranet or an internet site, and/or other electronic means, if
the Respondent customarily communicates with its employees
by such means. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Re-
spondent to ensure that the notices are not altered, defaced, or
covered by any other material. In the event that, during the
pendency of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceedings,
the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense, a
copy of the notice to all current employees and former employ-
ees employed by the Respondent at any time since April 28,
2014.

(f) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file with the
Regional Director a sworn certification of a responsible official
on a form provided by the Region attesting to the steps that the
Respondent has taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. September 8, 2015

APPENDIX A

NoTICE To EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

2 If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of
appeals, the words in the notice reading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board.”
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The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated
Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires our employees, as a condition of
employment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of your right
to maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

WE WILL notify the courts in which the employees filed their
claims in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that we have rescind-
ed or revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which
we based our motion to dismiss her collective wage claim and
compel individual arbitration, and we will inform the court that
we no longer oppose the employees’ claims on the basis of that
agreement.

WE WILL reimburse the plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.), for any reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
that she may have incurred in opposing our motion to dismiss
her collective wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

HoBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.
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APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated
Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires our employees, as a condition of
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employment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of your right
to maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.
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WEINBERG, ROGER & ROSENFELD
A Professional Corporation
1001 Marina Village Parkway, Suite 200
‘Alameda, CA 94501 |

Telephone: (510) 337-1001
Fax: (510)337-1023

DATE: MAY 31, 2016 KTS
FROM: DAVID A. ROSENFELD
RE: THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT TO ORGANIZE V.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD - PETITION FOR REVIEW
SEVENTH CIR. CASE NO.: 16-2297

PLEASE DELIVER AS SOON AS POSSIBLE TO:

RECIPIENT: - FAX # PHONE #

Ms. Linda J. Drecben | (202) 273-0191 (202) 273-2960
National Labor Relations Board _

Mr. Gary Shinners (202).273-0086 (202) 273-3737
National Labor Relations Board

-Total number of pages including this page: 21
If you do not receive all the pages, please call and ask for Katrina Shaw.

Petition for Review filed in the Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit Case No. 16-2297.

PLEASE NOTE: The information contained in this facsimile message is privileged and confidential, and
{is intended only. for the usc of the individual named above and others who havc been specifically
~authorized to recetve it. If you have received this communjcation in error, or if any problems occur wuh
1 trangmission, please notify us immediately by telep’ﬁ)dne Thank you.
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NO. 16-2297
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT TO ORGANIZE,

Petitioner,

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD,

Respondent,

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
CASE NO.; 20-CA-139745; 363 NLRB NO. 195

PETITION FOR REVIEW

DAVID A. ROSENFELD, Bar No. 058163
WEINBERG, ROGER & ROSENFELD

A Professional Corporation
1001 Marina Village Parkway, Sujte 200
Alameda, California 94501
Telephone (510) 337-1001
Fax (510) 337-1023

COUNSEL FOR PETITIONER,

THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT TO

ORGANIZE
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Petitioner, THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE RELIGIOUS mém
TO ORGANIZE, hereby files this Petition for Review from the Decision and
Order of the National Labot Relafions Board entitled Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. and-
The Committee To Preserve The Religious Right To Organize, 363 NLRB No. 195,
Case No. 20-CA-139745, issued on May 18,2016. A copy of the Decision and
Order of the National Labor Relations Board is attached as Exhibit A.

Date: May 31, 2016 Respectfully Submitted,

WEINBERG, ROGER & ROSENFELD
A Professional Corporation

/s DAVID A. ROSENFELD

By: DAVID A. ROSENFELD

- Attomeys for PETITIONER, THE
COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE
RELIGIOUS RIGHT TO ORGANIZE

* Application for Admission pending.
(Date Submitted: 5/31/16)

1863501
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I electronically filed the foregoing PETITION FOR REVIEW

with the Clerk of the Court for the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh

Circuit by using the appellate CM/ECF system on May 31, 2016,

Participants in the case who are registered CM/ECF users will be served by the

appellate CM/ECF system.

Linda J. Dreeben

National Labor Relations Board
1015 Half Street SE,
Washington, D.C. 20570-0001
linda.dreeben@nlrb.gov

Attorney for Respondent, NLRB

Christopher C. Murray

Ogletree Deakins _
‘111 Monument Circle, Suite 4600

Indianapolis, IN 46204
christopher.murray@ogletreedeakins.com

Attorneys for Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.

Ms. Yasmin Macariola

National Labor Relations Board, Region 20
901 Market Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-1738
Yasmin.macariola@nlrb.gov

‘Ron Chapmaun, Jr.

Ogletree Deakins

Preston Commons West,

8117 Preston Road, Suite 500
Dallas, TX 75225
ron.chapman@ogletreedeakins.com

| Attorneys for Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.

Executive Secretary _
National Labor Relations Board
1015 Half Street SE,
Washington, D.C. 20570-0001

I certify that the above is true and correct. Executed at Alameda, California,

On May 31, 2016.

/s/ Katrina Shaw

Katrina Shaw
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NOTICE: This apinlon fz subsect io frrmal rvisinn hefore publication by the
. bowmd volimes of NLRE dectrions, Readery ave vegiested o notlfy the Ex-
ecttive Scoretary, Notignal Labor Relaiont Board, Wewhington, D,C.
20570, of amy typographic! or dther frrmal exrnrr w0 tht corvections can
be includad in the bownd yofumes,

Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. and The Comnmittee to Pre-
serve the Religious Right to Organize. Casc 20—
CA-139745

May 18, 2016
DECISION AND ORDER
‘BY CHAIRMAN PEARCE AND MEMBERS MISCIMARRA.
AND MCFERRAN

On September 8, 2015, Administrative Law Judge El-
eanor Laws issued the attached decision. The Respond-
ent filed exceptions and a supporting brief. The General

Counsel filed an apswering brief, and the Respondent

filed a reply brief. The General Counsel and the Charg-
ing Party each filed cross exceptions and a supporting
brief. The Respondent filed answering bricfs, and the
Gcneral Counsel and the Charging Party filed reply
briefs.!

The National Labor Relations Board has delegated its
anthority in this proceeding to a three-member panel.

The judge found, applying the Roard’s decisions in D.
R. Horton, 357 NLRB 2277 (2012), enf. denjed in rele-
vant part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir. 2013), and Murphy Oil
USA, Inc.. 361 NLRB No. 72 (2014), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 808 F.3d. 1013 (5th Cir. 2015), that the Re-
spondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by maintain-
ing and cnforcing an arbitration agreement that requires
cruployecs, as a condition of emiployment, to waive their
rights to pursue class or collective actions invalving em-
ployment-related claims in all forums, whether arbitral or
judicial. The judge also found that maintaining the arbi-
tration agreement violated Section 8(a)(1) because em-
ployees reasonably would believe that it bars or restricts
their right to filc unfair labor practice charges with the
Board.

The Board has considered the decision and the tecord
in light of the exceptions and bricfs? and we affirm the

" In addition, pursusnt to Reliotif Eneérgy, 339 NLRB 66 (2003), the
Cherging Party filed 2 postbrief letter ¢alling the Board’s attention to
recent case avthority.

-On Jaruary 29, 2016, the Charging Parly (iled 2 “rootion to slow
oral argument and suggestion for publie notice.” The Respondent’s
exceptions also requested oral argument, We deny the Charging Par-
ty's motion, and the Respondent’s request, ag the record, ¢xccptions,
and briefs adequatcly prescnt the igsues and positions of the parties.

! We find no merit in the Charging Party's cross-¢xceptions, which
raice substantive orgumemts thet ere wholly outside the scope of the
General Coutisel’s complaiml. Tt is well settTed that » charging party
cantot enlarge wpon or change the General Counsel’s theory of & case.
Rimtrues Corp., 305 NLRB 710 (1991). Likewise, we reject the Charg-
ing Party’s argument that the rudge improperly spproved the joint mo-
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T
judge’s rulings, findings and conclusions,” and adopt the
recommended Order as modified and set forth .in full
below.*

tion of the General Counsel and the Respondent for ber to resolve the
¢ase on @ stipulated record,  The stipulated record includes sufficient
evidence to evaluate the complaint, and the additional evideace that the
Charging Party sought to introduce exceeded the seope of the General
Counsel's theory..

3 In adopting the judge's conclusions that the Respondent violoted
Scc. (a)(1) by meintaining and enforcing its Agreement, we do nol
rely on her findings that: (1) the burden was'on the Respondent to show
that its Agreomont was subject to the Federal Arbitation Act (FAA),
(2} the Respondent feiled to show that its Agreement affected cotne
merce within the mesning of the FAAL and (3) the Respondent’s teom
ttuckdrivers were exempt from the FAA. We may assume for purposes
of this case that the FAA ig applicable because, consistent with our
decistons in D. R Hortan and Murphy Oif, supm, “[flinding a mandatg-
ry arbitration agreement unlawful under the National Labor Relations
Act, msofar as it preciudes employees from bringing joint, class, ar
collective workplace claims in any forym, does ool conflict with the
Federal’ Arbitration Act or undermine its policies." Murphy Oil, 361
NLRB 72, slip op. ot 6, citing D. R. Horfon, supra, 357 NLRR af 2283
2288,

To the extent the Respondent argucs that plaintifft Fardig and Oniz
were not engaged in concerted activity io filing their class action wage
and bour lawsuits in the United. States District Court for the Central
District of California and the Eastern Dismict of California, re
fy. we reject that argument. As the Board made tlear in Beyoglu, 362
NLRB No. 152 (2015), “the filing of an employment-related class or
collective actiom by an individual iz an attempl to mitiate, to mduce, or
1o propare for group action and is therefore conduct protected by Sec-
tion 7. Id,, slip op. et 2. See also D, R, Horton, cupra, 357 NLRS at
R279,

(hur dissenting colleaguc, mlymg on. big diggenting position in Mur-
phy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2015), would find that
the Respandent’s arbitration Agrecment does not violate See, 8{a)(1),
He abserves thut the Act docs not “dictatc™ any perticular procedures
for the litigation of non-NLRA. claitos, and “creates no substantive right
for employees ta insist on class-type weatment” of such claims. This is
all surely correct, 3z the Board has previously explained i Mwphy Ol
abave, slip op, at 2, and Bristol Farms, 363 NLRB Na. 45, elip op, at 2
& @ 2 (2015). But what our colleague ignores is that the Act “does
creaic & right o pursue joim, class, or collective claims if and as avajl.
able, without the interference of m employer-imposed restraimt." Mur.
phy Oil, above, ¢lip op, at 2 (emphosis in originel). The Respondent’s
Agreement is just such an unlawful regeraint,

Likewise, for the reesons explained in Miaphy Oil and Bristol
Farms, there is no merit to our collengue’s. view that Ginding the
Agreement unlawful runs afoul of employees’ Sec. 7 right Lo “tefrain
from™ engaging in protected concerted activity, See Miaphy Oil,
above, ship op. v 18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. &t 3. Nof is he
torrect in Insisting that Scc. 9(z) of tho Act requires the Board to permit
individual employécs to prospeetively waive their Sec. 7 right (o en-
gage in concented legal activity. See Mwpiy Oil, sbove, slip op. A 17
18; Bristol Furims, above, slip op. at.2.

We also reject the position of our dissenting colleague that the Re-
spondent’s motfons 1o compel arbitration were protected by the First
Amendment's Petition Clause. In Bill Johnson's Restauranis v. NI.RB
461 1.5, at 747, the Court idemified two situations in which a |
enjoys no such protection: where the oction is beyond o State court's
jurisdiction because of federal presmption, and where “a guit . . has ap
objective that is illegal under feders| law." 461 U.S, at 737 fn. 5. Thus,
the Board may properly restrsin litigation efforis that have the illegal

EXEIBIT A
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2 DECTSIONS OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

AMENDED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Substitute the following for Conclusion of Law 3: “3.

The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) when it en-
forced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation that
Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz brought against the Respond-
ent.”

ORDER

The National Labor Relations Board orders that the
Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stotes, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with & place of business in Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agrecment
that employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
the right to file charges with the National Labor Rela-
tions Board,

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires employees, as a condition of
cruployment, to waive the right to maintain class or col-
lective actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial

(¢) In any like or related manner interfering with, re-
straining, or cocreing employees in the exercise of the
rights guarantced to them by Section 7 of the Act,

2. Take the following affirmative action negessary to
effectuate the policies of the Act.

objective of limiting employees’ Sec, 7 rights and enforcing an unlaw-
ful contracturl provision (such ar the Respondent's motions to compel
arbitration in the underlying wage and hour lawsuite hers), even if the
liigation was otherwise mertitorious or reasonable. See Murphy Cil,
supra, slip op. at 20=21: Comvergys Corp., 363 NLRB No, 51, glip op.
at 2 fn, 3 (2015).

Fimally, we disagres with our dissenting collcague’s canclusion that
the Respondent's Agresment doss tot unlawfully interfere with em-
ployecs’ right to file unfiir labor practice charges with the Board. We
note that our colleague repents an argument pm‘v:':msly madc, that an
individual arbitration agreement lawfully may require the arbitration of
wnfair labor practice claims if the agretment reserves to amployees the
right to file charges with the Board. As exploined in Ralphs Grocery,
363 NLRB No. 128, slip op, af 3, that argutnent is at odds mth well-
¢stablished Board law.

* We reject the Cherging Party’s request that we impose odditional
remedies on the Respondent, 25 the Charging Party ‘has not shown thet
the remedies set forth in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil arc insufficiemt
to remedy,the Respondent's violations.

We have amended the judge's ¢onclusions of law to reflect that faet
that Plaimiffs Ferdig and Ortiz, and not the Charging Party, filed the
lawrnite againgt the Respondent; and we have corroctad the Qrder o
reflect the apprepriote tegional office and to conform to the Board's
siandard remedial lnnguage, Becsuse the courts granted the Regpond-
ent'e motions to compel ndividual stbitration and the lawsuits are no
longer pending, we find it unnecessary 10 order the Respondent, s in
Murphy Ol (slip op. at 21~22}, to temedy the Sce, 8{a)(1) enforcoment
violation by notifying the court that it no longer opposes the lawsuite
filed by Plaintiffs Ferdig and Ortiz. We hove algo substituted the at-
tached notices for those of the adminirtrative low. judpe,

07

(8) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise. it in all of its forms to make clear
to employees that the arbitration agrecment does not con-
stitute a waiver of their right to maintain employment-
related joint, class, or collective actions in all forums,
and that it does not restrict employees’ right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were
required to gign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if re-
vised, provide them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) Tn the manner set forth in the remedy seetion of the
judge’s decision, reimburse Maribe! Ottiz and any other
plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13cv-
01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.) and Jeremy Fardig and any
other plaintiffs m Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (CD. Cal)) for reasonable attor-
neys' fees and litigation expenses that they may have
incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motions to dis-
miss the collective [awsuits and compel! individua) arhi-
tration.

(d) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at
all facilities in California the attached notice marked
“Appendix A,"” and at all other facilitics cmploying cov-
ered employees copies of the attached notice marked
“Appendix B."® Capies of the notices, on forms provid-
ed by the Regional Director for R,egio-n 20, after being
signed by the Respondent's authorized representative.
shall be posted by the Respondent and maintained for 60
consecutive days in conspicugus places including all
places where potices to employees are customarily post-
ed. In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the
notices shall be distributed electronically, such as by
email, posting on an intranet ot an internet site, and/or
other electronic means, if the Respondent customnarily
comniunicates with its employees by such means. Rea-
sonable steps shall be taken by the Respondent to ensure
that the notices are mot altered, defaced, or covered by
any other material. In the event that, during the penden-
cy of these procecdings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceed-.
ings, the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own
expense, & copy of the notice to all current employees
and former employees employed by the Respondent at
any time since April 28, 2014, and any former employees
against whor the Respondent has enforced its mandato-
ry arbitration agreement since April 28, 2014, If the Re-

% 1f tis Order it ertforced by a judgment of & United States cour of
appeals,-the words in the notices reading *“Posted by Order aof the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board" shall read "Posled Pursuant to a Judg:
memt of the Unjted States Cowrt of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Boatd.”
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spondent has gone out of business or closed any facilitics
other than the one involved in these proceedings, the
Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense,
a copy of the notice marked Appendix B" to all current
employees and former employees cmployed by the Re-
spondent at those facilities at sty time since April 28,
2014,

(¢) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file
with the Regional Director for Region 20 a sworn ecrtifi-
cation of a responsible official on a form provided by the
Region attesting to the steps that the Respondent has
taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18,2016

Mark Gaston Pearce, Chairtan

Lauren McFerran, Member

(SEAL) NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
MEMBER MISCIMARRA, dissenting.

In this case, my colleagues find that the Respondent’s
‘Mutual Arbitration Agreement (Agreement) violates Sec-
tion 8(a)(1) of the National Labor Relations Act (the Act
or NLRA) because the Agreement waives the right to
participate in class or collective: actions rcgarding non-
NLRA employment ¢laims, Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy
Fardig, and other employees each signed the Agreement.
Later, Ortiz. filed a lawsuit against the Respondent in-
federal court asserting class and representative claims for
violations of federal and state wage and hour Jaws. In
reliance on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a mo-
tion to compel individual arbitration, which the court
granted, Fardig and other employees also filed a class
‘action Jawsuit against the Respondent in federal court
alleging violations of wage and hour laws. Again relying
on the ‘Agreement, the Respondent filed a mation to
compe] individual atbitration, which the court granted.
My colleagues find that the Respondent thereby unlaw-
“fully enforced its Agreement. | respectfully dissent from
these findings for the reasons explained: in my partia
dissenting opinion in Murphy Oif USA, Inc.' 1 also dis-
sent from my colleagues’ finding that the Agrcement

361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2014) (Meraber Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). The Board majority’s holding in Murphy (Qif inval.
idating ¢lass-action waiver agreements was denied enforcement by the
Coun of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Muwphy O USA, Ine. v. NLRB,
208 F.3d 1033 (5th Cir, 2015),

08

interferes with the right of employces to file charges with
the Board.

1. The “Class Action” Waiver. ] agree that an em-
ployec may engage in “‘concerted” activities for “mutual

-id or protection” in relation to a ¢laim assertod under a
‘statute other than NLRA.? Homvt:r, Section B(a)(1) of
‘the Act does not vest authonry in.the Board to dictate

any particular procedures pertatning to- the litigation of

non-NLRA claims, nor does the Act render unlawful
agreements in which employees waive class-type treat-
ment of non-NLRA claims. To the contrary, as dis-
cussed in my partial dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil,
NLRA Scetion 9(a) protects the right of every employee
as an “individual” to “present” and “adjust” grievances
“at any time.” This aspect of Section 9(a) is reinforced.
by Section 7 of the Act, which protects each cmployee’s
right to “refrain from” exercising the collective rights
enurnerated in Section 7. Thus, I believe it is-clear that
(i) the NLRA creates no substantive right for cmp]oyees
to insist on class-type treatment of non-NLRA ‘claims;".
(ii) a class-waiver agreement pertaining to non-NLRA

2 | agree thet non-NLRA claims can give rise.to “concertzd™ activi-
ties engaged i by two or lwore cmployees for the “purpose” of “mutual
aid or protection,” which would come within the grotection of NLRA
Sec. 7. See Murphy O4l, above, slip op. at 2325 (Member Miscimarra,
digsenting tn part), However, the existence or ahsence of Sec. 7 protec-
tion does not depend on whether non-NLRA cloims are purtued os o
class or callective sction, but on whether Séc, 7's statutory require-
ments arc met—an issue separate and distingd from whether an individ
ual entployee chooses 1o pursue a claim ag a clags or collective action,
Id; sec also Beyoply, 362 NLRB No. 152, <lip op. at 4-5 (2015)
(Member Miscimarra, dissenting).

} Mm&y Oil, shove, slip op. et 30-34 (Mmber Migcimarra, dig-
senting in part). Sec. 9(a) states: “Representatives designated or ge-
lected for the purposes of collective bargaining by the majerity of the
employess in 4 unit eppropriste for such purposes, shall be the exclu-
sive represematives of all the cmployees in such unit for the purposes
of ¢ollective borgaining in respect to meies of pay, wages, hourg of
employment, or other ¢onditions of employment: Provided, Thet any
individual employee or o group of employees shall have the right at amy’
time 1o present grieyances to their emplover and to have such griev-
ances adfusted, without the iptervention of the bargmining representa-
tive, s long as the adjustment is not inconsistant with the terms of a
collective-bargaining contraet or agreement then in effect: Provided-
further, That the bargaining representative has been given opportunity
to be present at such adjustment” (emphasis added). The Aet's legisla-
tive history shows that Congress intended to preserve every individual
cmployee's right to "adjust” any employment-related dispute with bis
or her emplayer. See Murphy Ofl, above, slip op. af 3132 (Member

‘Mincimarra, disscuting in part).

* When courts have jurisdiction over non-NLRA claims that are po-
mentially cubject to elass treatment, the aveilability of class-type proce-
fures does not tise to the level of 1 substantive right,. Sec D. R Horton,
Ine. v. NLRB, 737 F.3d 344, 362 (5th Cir. 2013) (“The use of cless
action procedures . . .is nat a substantive right™) (citations omitted),
petition for rehearing en bane denied No. 12-60031 (5th Cir. 20t4);
Deposit Guaranty National Bank v: Roper, 445 U.S. 326, 332 (1980)
(“[Thhe tight of a litigant to employ Rulc 23 is a procedural right only,
ancillary to the Htigavion of submantive clatmsa,™),



Case: 16-60312 Document: 00513634716 Page: 50 Date Filed: 08/12/2016

Case: 16-3162 Document: 1-1

Case: 16-2297 Document: L

Filed: 08/12/2016  Pages: 99
Filed: 05/31/2016 Pages: 20

4 DECISIONS OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

claims dacs not infringe on any NLRA rights or obliga-
tions, which has prompted the overwhelming majority of
courts to reject the Board’s position regarding class-
waiver agreements;’ and (jii) enforcement of a class-
action waiver as part of an arbitration agreement ‘[S also
warranted by the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA).® Alt-
hough gquestions may arisc regarding the enforceability
of partcular agreements that waive class or collective
Titigation of non-NLRA claims, 1 believe these questions
are exclusively within the province of the court or other
mibunal that, unlike the NLRB, has jurisdiction over such
claims.

Because 1 believe the Respondent’s Agreement was
lawful under the NLRA, 1 would find it was similarly
lawful for the Respondent to file motions in federal court
seeking to enforce the Apreement. It is relevant that the
federal courts that had jurisdiction over the non-NLRA
claims granted the Respondent’s motions to corpel arbi-
tration, That the Respondent’s motions were reasonably
based is also supported by court decisions that have en-
forced similar agreements.” As the Fifth Circuit recently
obscrved after rejecting (for the second time) the Board’s
position regardmg the legality of class-waiver agree-
ments: “[I]t is a bit bold for [the Board] to hold that an
employer who followed the reasoning of our D. R Hor-

* The Fifth Circuit har repeatedly denied enforcement of Board or-
ders ivalidating a mandatory arbitration agreemnent that waived class-
type weatment of non-NLRA claims. See, e.g., Murphy Off, Inc., USA
v, NLRB, sbove; D. R Horton, Inc. v. NLRB, above. The overwhelm-
ing majotity of courts considermg the Board's position have likewise
rejected il. See Murphy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting m part); id., slip op. at 36 fir. 5 (Member John-
son, dissenting) (collecting cases); s2¢ slea Patterson v. Raymowrs
Furniture Co.. Ine., 96 F. Supp. 3d 71 (S.D.N.Y. 2015); Nanavati v.
Adecen USA, Inc., 99 F. Supp. 3d 1072 (N.D. Cal 2015), motion to
certify for interlocutory appesl denjed 2015 WL 4035072 (N.D. Cal,
June 30, 2015); Brown v, Citicorp Credif Services, Ine., No, 1:12<v-
00062-BLW, 2015 WL 1401604 (D, Tdaho Mar, 25, 2015) (graming
recensideration of prior determimation that elass waiver in arbitration
agreement violated NLRA); but soe Jonan v, Kellogy Brown & Root,
LLC, No. ED CV 14-1766 DMG (DTBx), 2016 WL 316019 (C.D. Cal,
Jan. 22, 2016).

¢ Beeavae my colleagues do not rely on the judge’s findings regard-
ing the FAA's application to the Agrecment, 1 do pot address them
either. Howevor, | disagree with my colivagues® assertion that, assum-
ing the FAA applies here, finding an arbitration agreement that containg
e tlags-action waiver unlawful under the NLRA docs not conflict with
the FAA. For the reasons expresecd m my Murphy Ol partial disscnt
and those thoroughly caplained in former Member Johnson's dissent m
Miunphy Off, the FAA requires that arbitration ogreements be enforced
oecording to their terms.  Muwphy Oil, sbove, slip op. ot 34 (Member
Miscimarra, digsenting in part): id.. slip op. et 4958 {Membcr Johnson,
dls:cnung)

7 See. e.g., Murphy Off. Inc,, USA v. NLRB, sbove: Johnmohammadi
v. Bloomingdale’s, 155 F.3d 1072 (9th Cir, 2014); D, R, Forton. Inc. v.
NLRB, shove, Sutherlond v, Ermst & Young LLP, 726 F.34 290 (2d Cir.
2013), Owen v, Brisinl Care, Inc,, 702 F.3d 1050 (8th Cis. 2013).

ton decision had no basis in fact or law or an ‘illegal ob-
jeetive’ in doing so. The Board tnight want to strike a
more respectful balance between 115 views and those of
circuit courts reviewing its orders.” 1 aiso beljeve that
any Board finding of a violation based on the Respond-
ent’s meritorious federal court motions to compel arbitra-
tion would improperly risk infringing on the Respond-
ent's rights under the First Amendment’s Petition Clause.
See Bill Johnson's Restaurants v. NLRB, 461 U.S. 731
(1983); BE & K Construction Co. v. NLRB, 536 U.S. 516
(2002); sce also my partial dissent in Murphy Oil, sbove,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 33-35, Finalty, for similar
reasons, I do not believe the Board can properly require
the Respondent to reimburse Orliz, Fardig, or any other
plaintiffs for their attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
m the citcumnstances presented here. Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 35,

2. Interference with NLRB Charge Filing. 1 disagree
with the judge's fihding and my colleagues’ conclusion
that the Agreement violates Section 8(a)(1) by interfering
with NLRB charge filing. The Agreement requires arbi-
tration of all employment-related disputes, including
those arising under the NLRA,” but cxpressly states that
employees “are not giving up any substantive rights un-
der federal, state, or municipal law (including the right 1o
Jile claims with federal, state, or municipal government
agencies)”" (emphasis added). The judge found that alt-
hough the Agreement docs not preclude filing a charge
with an administrative agency, the Agreement is unlaw-
ful because it requires arbitration of ermployment-related
claims covered by the Act. However, for the reasons
stated in my separate opinion it Rose Group d/b/a Ap-
plebee’s Restanrant, 363 NI.RB Ne. 75, slip op. at 3-5
(2015) (Member Miscimarra, concurring in part and dis-
senting in part), [ believe that an agreement may lawfully
provide for the arbitration of NLRA claims, and such an
agreement does not umlawfully interfere with Board
charge filing, at least where the agreement expressly pre-
scrves the right to file claims or charges with the Board
or, mote generally, with administrative agencies. The
Agreement preserves this right.

' waﬁ'.' Ofl. Jne., USA v. NLRB. 808 F.3d o1 1021.

* The Agreement mqmm that "az\y dispute, demand, claim, contro-
vermy, cause of action or quit . , , that in any way arjses out of, mvalws
or relaies to Employee’s cmploymcnt . . . shall bc submitted to md
senled by finel and binding arbitration.”™ The only claims to which the
Agreemeni does not opply are “claims for benefits under wnemploy-
mént cormpensation laws of workeérs' compensetion laws.”
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Accordingly, I respectfully dissent,
Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18,2016

Philip A. Miscirarra, Member

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

APPENDIX A

Norice To EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Govermment

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, ot assist 2 union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employces for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory srbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board. .

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial,

WE WTLL NOT in any like or related tnanner interfere
with, restrain, or cocree you in the exercise of the rights
listed above,

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-rclated
joint, class, ot collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or atherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agrcement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
viged agreement.

10

WE WILL reimburse Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy Fardig, and
any other plaintiffs for reasonable attorneys™ fees and
litigation expenses that they may have ihcutred i oppos-
ing our mobons to dismiss their collective wage claims
and compel individual arbitration,

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge's decision can be found
at www nlrb gov/case/20-CA-139745 or by using the
QR code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of
the decision from the Executive Secretary, National La-
bor Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABQR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.
FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO
Fortn, join, or assist a union
Choose representatives to bargain with us -on
your behalf
Act together with other emplayees for your bene-
fit and protection
Choose pot to engage m any of these protected
activities,

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbrtration agree-
ment that our employees reagonably would believe bars
or restricts their right 1o file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NQT maintain and/or enforce 2 mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or cocree you in the cxercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to ruake
clear that the arbitration apreement docs not constitute a
waiver of your right 10 maintain cmployment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board,
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WE WILL notify all cuorent and former employees who
were required (o sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbrtration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL, provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HoBBY LOBBY STORES, INC,

The Board’s decision c¢an be foumd at
www.nlrb.gov/case/2 —139745 or by using the QR
code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the
decigsion from the Executive Secretary, National Labor
Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, 8§.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

Yasmin Macariola, Esq., for the General Counsel,

Frank Birchfield, Esg., and Christopher C. Murray. Esg., for
the Respondent,

David Rosenfeld, Esq. for the Chargmg Party,

DECISION

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ELEANOR Laws, Administrative Law Judge, This case was
tried based on a joint motion and stipulation of facts 1 approved
on June 28, 2015, Tbe charge in thit procecding was filed by
the Commitiee 1o Preserve the Religious Right to Organize (the
Charging Party) on October 28, 2014, and a copy was served by
regular mail on Respondent, on Oclober 29, 2014, The General
Counsel issued the original complaint on January 28, 20135, and
an amended cotplaimt on April 9, 2015. Hobby Lobby, Ine,
(the Respandent or Company) filed timely answers denying ell
material alfegations and setting forth defenses,

On June 2, 2015, the General Counsel and the Respondent
filed a joint motion fo submit a stipulsted record to the Admin-
istrative Law Judge (Joint Motion). The Charging Party did net
join the Joint Motion, On June 3. L issued an ordet granting the
Charging Party until June 17, to filc a response to the Joint
Mations, including any objections to it. On June 17, the Charg-
mg Party filed objections to the Jommt Motion, and the General
Counsel and the Respondent. replied to the objections, respec-
tively, on June 23 and 24. T issued an order granting the Joint
Motion over the Charging Party’s objections on June 29.'

¥ The June 3, 2015, order is hereby admitted into the recard 2 ad-
mitistrative law judge (ALJ) Exh. 1, the Charging Party’s Jume 17
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The following issues are presented:

1. Whethet the Respondent’s Mandatory Arbitration Agree-
ment (MAA) and related policies maintained by the Respond-
ent, which requires employees, as a condition of employroent,
to warve thett right to resohution. of employment- related dis-
putes by collective or class action violstes Section 8(a)(l) of
the National Labor Relations Act (the Act).
2. Whether the MAA muintained by the Respondent would
reasonably be read by employeces to prohibit them from filing
unfair labor practice charges with the Board in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the AcL
3. Whether the Respondent’s enforcement of the MAA
through its motions 10 compel atbitrations in Jeremy Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Jne., 8:14-cv-00561-JV5-AN,
US.D.C., Central District of Califomia; and Ortiz v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Ine., 2:13-ev-01619-TLN-DAD, USD.C,
Eastern District Court of California, violates Section 8(a){ )
of the Act,

On the entire record, including my observation of the de-

meanor of the witnesses, and after considering the btriefs filed

by the General Counsel, the Respondent, and the Charging
Party, I make the following

FINDMNGS OF FACT

L. JURISDICTION

At all material times, the Respondent, an Oklahoma corpora-
tion with several stores throughout the State of California, in-
cluding one in Sacramento, California, has been engaged in
buginess as a retailer specializing in arts, crafts, hobbies, home
decor, holiday, and seasonal products. The parties admit, and [
find, that at all material times, Respondent has been an employ-
¢er cngaged in commerce within the meaning of Section 2(2),
(6) and (7) of the Act.

1. EACTS
The Respondent, Hobby Lobby, is & national retailer of arts,

-erafts, hobby supplies, home aceents, holiday, and seasonal

products. It operates spproximately 660 stores in 47 states,

The Respondent employs individuals in various job fitles m-
cluding but not lirited to the following: office clericals: securi-
ty staff, cashicrs; stockers; floral designers; picture framers;
media buyers; ¢taft designers; graphic & web designers; pro-
duction artists; video tutorial hosts; leave assistants: production
quslity and compliance assistants; comstruction warchouse
workets; customer setviee representatives; industrial engineers:
inventory control specialists; maintenance techniciang; pack-

response is admined as AL) Exb. 2, the General Coumsel's June 23
reply ie adroitied as ALY Exhit 3, and the Respondent’s June 24 reply {¢
admitted a3 ALT Exh, 4. The following abbreviations are uscd for cita-
tions in this decision: “Jt. Mot.” for the G 1C I and Rerpond
en's joint mation; “Jt. Exh." for the exhibits attached to the joint mo-
tion; “GC Br." for the General Coumsel’s brief; “R Br." for the Re-
spondents’ bricf, and “CP Br." for the Chatgmg Party’s brief. Alt-
hough I have included reveral citations to the record to highlight par-
ttuler exhibits, 1 crophasize that my findings end conclusions are based
not golcly on the evidence specifically cited, but rather arc based my
review and eonsiderstian of the entire record,
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ers/order pullers; photo editors; truck-trailer technicians; fruck-
trailer technician trainees; social media writers; sales and use
fax accountants; and team truck drivers who trapspont Re-
spondent's products across state lines. (Jt. Mot. § 4(a) & §
4().)

Upon commencitg employment, all cmployees receive a
copy of the Respondent’s employee bandbook. There are twe
different versions of the emplayee handbook—one for employ-
ees in California and ¢ne¢ for cioployees outside of California
Employees must sign in receipt of the handbook and agree to be
bound by its terms. The version spplicable to employees in
California states’: '

By my signature below, I ackmowledge that [ have received a
copy of the Company's Califomia Employee Handbook
(“Employee  Handbook™. 1 understand fhjs Employec
Handbook containg important information. on. the Company's
policies, procedures, and rules. It also contains my obliga-
tions as an employes.

1 tmderstand that this Employee Handbook replaces and su-
persedes any and all previous employee handbooks that [ may
have received, or agreements or promises made by any repre-
sentative of the Company other than a Corporate Officer prior
to the date of my signature below, snd that T cannot rely upon
arry promises Or representations made 1o me by anyone con-
ceming the terms and conditions of my employtuent thet arg
contrary o or incongistent with, this Employee Handbook, or
any subsequent written modifications or revisions to this Em-
ployes Handbook posted on the Company's Employee Infor-
mation Boards.

1 understand that my employrent with the Company is condi-
tioned upon the contents of this Employee Handbook. 1 fur-
ther understand that, with the exception of the Submmission of
Disputes to Binding Arbitration section of this Employee
Handbook and the Mutual Arbitration Agreement, the Com-
pany may alter, change, amend, rescind, or add to any poli-
cies, procedures, or rules set forth in this Employes Handbook
from time to time with or without prior potice, 1 further under-
stand that the Company will notify me of any material chang-
es to this Employee Handbook, md that, by eontinuing em-
plopment after being so notified of such changes, !
acknowledge, accept, and agree to such changes as a condi-
tion of my employment and continued employment.

1 understand that the employment relationship betweeh me
and the Company is at-will, | sm employed on an at-will ba-
gis, 85 are al] Company employees, and nothing to the contra-
Iy Stated anywhere in this Employee Handbook or by any
Compeny representative changes my or any employee's at-
will status. | am free to resign at any time, for any reason, with
or without notice, Similarly, the Compeny is free to terminate
my employment a1 any time, for any reason, or for no reason
at all. T also understand that nothing in this Employee Hand-
book is to be construed as creating, whether by implication or
otherwise, any legal or contractual obligations er restrictions

? The acknowledgment of the handbeok doca not materially differ
for employees outzide of California for purposes of this decision
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upon the Company’s ability to terminate mc as an employee
at-will, for any neagon st aoy time. Further, no person, other
then a Corporate Officer of the Conparry, may enter into any
wiitien agreement amending this atwill employment policy or
otherwise alter the at-will employment status of any employ-
es,

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have reed and
understand the provisions of thin Employee Handbook and
agree to abide by afl Company pohicies, procedures, practices,
and rules,

Since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has maintaincd
the MAA in its employce handbook, The MAA requires em-
ployees to waive resolution of employment-related disputes by
clase, representative or collective action or other otherwise
jomtly with any other person. Since at least April 28, 2014, the
Respondent has required all of its employees to enter into the
MAA in order to obtaip and maintain emplayment with the
Respondent. (JL Mot, § 4(2) & 7 4(i).)

The MAA provides, in relevant part:

This Mutual Arbitration Agreement (“Agreement’), by and
between the undersigned cmiployes (“Employee™) and the
Company, is made in consideration for the continued at-will
employraent of Employee, the benefits and compensation
provided by Company to Employee, and Employee's and
Company ‘s mutual agreement ta arbitrte ag provided in this
Agreement, Employee and Company hereby agree that any
dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of action, or quit
(collectively refisred to as “Dispute™) that Employee may
have, at any time following the acceptancs and execution of
this Agreement, with or agangt Company, its affiliates, sub-
sidiarics, officers, dircctors, agents, attorneys, representatives,
and/or other employees, that in any way arisas out of, in-
volves, or relates to Eroployee's employment with Comapany
or the separation of Employee’s employment with Company
{meluding witheut limitation, all Disputes involving mngﬁ:]
fermination, wages, compensation, work hours,

harasement, harmeement and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all Dis-
putes involving interference and/or remlistion mlating to
workers’ compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the oppesition of
harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute in tort or confract), shall be submitied to and
settled by final and binding arbitration in the county and state
in which Employeé is or was employed. Such arbitration shall
be conducted purmuant to the American Arbitration Associa-
tion's National Rules for the Resolution of Employment Dis-
putes or the Instinnte for Christan Conaliation’s Rules of
Procedure for Christian Conciliation, then in effect, before an
arbitrator licensed to practice law in (he state in which Em-
ployes is or was employed and who is cxperienced with em-
ployment law, . The parties agree that all Disputes contem-
plated i this Agreernent shall be arbitrated with Employee
end Compnny as the only parties ta the arbitration, and that no
Dispute contemplated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated, or
htigatwed in a court of law, as part of a class action, collective
action, or otherwise jomtly with any third perty. Prior to sub-



Case: 16-60312  Document: 00513634716 Page: 54 Date Filed: 08/12/2016

Case: 16-3162 Document: 1-1

Case; 16-2297 Document: 1

Filed: 08/12/2016  Pages: 99

Filed: 05/31/2016  Pages: 20

DECISIONS OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

mitting a Dispute fo arbitration, the aggrieved party shall first
attempt 1o resolve the Dispite by notifying the other party in
~writing of the Dispute. If the other party does not respond to
“and resolve the Dispute within 10 days of receipt of the ‘writ-
‘tet notification, the aggrieved party then may proceed to arbix
‘tration. The parties 2gree that the decision of the arbitrator
shall be final and binding, Judgment on any award rendered”
by en arbitrator may be entered and enforced i any court
baving jurisdiction thereof.

This Agrecment between Emplayee and Conparny to axbitrate
all employment-related Disputes includes, but is not limited
10, all Disputes under or involving Tide VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Acts of 1866 and 1991,
the Age Disctimination in Eroploymeni Act, the Americans
with Disabilities Act, the Family and Medical Leave Act, the
Fair Labor Standards Act, the Equal Pay Act, the Fair Credit
Acl, the Employee Retioment Income Security Act, and all
other federal, state, and municipal statates, regulations, eodes.
ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regulate,
EOVern, cover, orrclatetoemmimpiomt,mogﬁdw-
mination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of pri-
vacy, false imprisonment, axsault, battery, malicious prosecu-
tion, defamation, negligence, personal mjury, pain and suffer-
ing, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fiduciary
duty, sexusl hatassment, harassment and/or diserimimatiop
‘based on any class protected by federal, state or mumicipal
law, ot itterferenee andior retalistion invelving workers'
compensation, family or medica) leave, health and sufety,
harassment, diserimination, ot the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute i
tort or contract. This Agreement shall not apply to claims for
benefits under unemployment compensntlon lasws ot workers'

compensation laws,

By agreeing 1o arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substartive rights
under federal, state, or tunicipel Jaw (inchuding the right Lo
file claims with fedoral, state; or municipal govemment agen-
cics). Rather. Empioyee and Company are mutually agreeing
to subrait all Disputes conternplated in this Agreement to arts-
tration, rather than {o a court. Comapanry shall bear the admin.
istrative costs and fees assescad by the arbitration provider se-
lected by Employce: either the American Arbitration Associa-

. tion or the Jnstitute for Christian Conciliation, Cornpany shall
be solely responsible for paying the asbitrator’s fee. Except
for thoge Disputes involving statutory rights under which the
applicable statute may prmvide for an award of costs and =t-
tarney's fees, each party to the arbitration shall be solely re-
sponsible for its own easts and attormcy’s fees, if any, relating
t0 any Dispute and/or arbitration. Should any party institute
any action in a court of law or equity against the other party
with respect to any Dispute required to be arbitrated under this
Agreemnent, the responding party shall be entitled to Tecover
ﬁmnﬁwmmmmnﬂmmm.mwfm
incutred to enforce this Agreemeni and commpel arbitration,
and all other damages resulting from or incurred as a result of
such court action;
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Every individual who works for Cormpany mmust have signed
and returned 1o his’her supervisor this Agreement to be eligi-
bie for employment and eantinued employmoent with Compa-
ny. Further, Employee's employment or continued employ-
ment will evidence Employee's acceptance of this Agree-
ment, Employee acknowledges and agrees that Company is
engaged in transactions mvolving interstate comumerces, that
this Agreement evidences a transaction involving cotomerce,
and that this Agroement. i3 subject 1o the Federal Arbitration
Act. If any specific provision of this Agreetnent g invalid or
iumenforeeable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain
binding and enforceable. Thig Agrectment constitules the en-
tire mutual agreemnent to arbitrate: betoveen - Employee and
Company and supersedes amy and all prior or conterparane-
ous oral or writlen agreements or understandings regarding
the arbitration. of employment-related Digmites. This Agree-
ment is not, and shafl not he construed fo create, a contract of
employment, express or, implied, and shall not after Employ-
ee's at-will cmployment status.

Employee and Company acknowledge that they have read
this Mutual Arbitration Agreement, are giving up any right
they might bave at any poitit to sue each other, are waiving
any right to & jury trial, and are knowingly and volumtarily
consenting to all tervas and conditions set forth in this Agree-
ment.

(Jt. Exhs. I, J) The MAA is also part of the application for
employment with the Respondent, (3. Bxhs. K, L.) It has its
own signature fequirernent.  The signed MAA g included in
each new employee’s “new employee packet” and is filed in the
cmployee's personnel file, (1. Exhs. M~X.) During the period
of December 18, 2010 to December 18, 2014, Respondent hired
approximately 65,880 employees and re-hired approximately
6,324 employees for a total of approximately 72,204 recipients
of the MAA. (3. Mot, § 4(h).)

On December 3, 2013, the Respondent filed a motion in the
United Stutes District Court for the Eastern District of Califor-
nia to dismiss individual and representative wage-related claims
a former. employee had filed apainst it under Californis law, in
Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13~v-01619-TLN-DAD
(E.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. ¥ Jt. Mot. 9 5.) The Respondent maved,
in the alternative, pursuant to the Federal Arbitration Act
(FAA), to compel individual arbitration of plaimtiff’s claims
under the MAA the plaintiff had signed when ghe began her
cmployment, (Jt. Exh. Y.)

On Apnl 17, 2014, the Respondent filed a motion seeking to
dismiss & putative elass action lawsuit filed by multiple em-
ployess alleging wage and hour claims against it under Califor-
nia law in.Fardig v. Hobhy Lohby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-
JVSAN (C.D. Cal,), (Jt, Exh. Z: Jt. Mot ] 5.) In the alternative,
pursuant 1o FAA, the Respondent moved to compel individual
arbitration under the MAAg signed by each named plaintiff.
(Joint Ex. 22.) On June 13, 2014, the U.S. Digtriet Court for
the Central District of California gremted the Respondent’s
motion to eomnpel individual arbitration under the MAA.
Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores Inc., 2014 WL 2810025 (C.D.
Cal. June (3, 2014). The Fardig court rejected the plaintiffs’
srguments that the MAA was unenforcesble under Catifornia



Case: 16-60312 Document: 00513634716 Page.55 Date Filed: 08/12/2016
Case: 16-3162 Document: 1-1 Filed: 08/12/2016  Pages: 99
Case: 16-2297 Document: 1 Filed: 05/31/2016 Pages: 20
HOBBY LOBRY STORES, INC, 9

Iaw and under the National Labor Relations Act pursuant to the
Board’s decision in D. R. Horton, Ine., 357 NLRB 2277 (2012),
enf. granted i part and denied in part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir,
2013).

On October 1, 2014, the U.S. District Court for the Eagtern
District of California in the Orfiz case granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel mdividual arbitration under the MAA, Ormiz
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 52 F.Supp. 3d 1070 (E.D. Cal.
20135). The court considered the Board’s decision in D. R. Hor-
ton, and concluded fts reasoning conflicted with the FAA and
the Supreme Court’s decigion in AT&ET Mobility LLC v, Con-
cepcion, 131 8.Cu 1740 (2011).

1. DECISTON AND ANALYSIS

A. The MAA s Prohibition on Class and Collective
legal Claims

Cormplaint paragraphs 4(a), (¢), (d), and 5 allege that, at all
material times since at leagt April 28, 2014, the Respondent has
maintained the MAA, which requires employees to waive their
right 10 resohttion of employment-related disputes by collective
or clasy action, as & condition of employment, in violation of
Section 8(a)()) of the ActL

Under Section 8(z)(1), it is an unfair Iabor practice for an
employer to imerfere with, restrain, or coeree employees in. the
exercise of the rights guarastecd in Section 7 of the Act. The
rights gnaranteed in Section 7 include the right “to form, join or
assist labor organizations, to bargzin collectively through repre-
sentatives of their own choosing, and to engage in other ¢on-
certed activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or
other mutual aid ot protection  .*

t. Application of D, R, Horton and Murphy Oil-

When evaluating whether a rule, including a mandatory arbi-
tration agreement, violateg Section 8(n)(1), the Board applies
the tegt set forth in Lutheran Heritage Village-Livonia, 343
NLRB 646 (2004).” Sec U-Haul Co. of California, 347 NLRB
375. 377 (2006), enfd. 255 Fed Appx. 527 (D.C. Cir. 2007): D.
R. Horton, supra. Under Lutheran Heritage, the first inquiry is
whether the rule explicitly restricts activities protected by See-
tion 7. If it does, the rule is unlawful. Tf it docs not, “the viola-
tion is dependent upon a showing of one of the following: (1)
employees would reasonably construe the language to prohibit
Section 7 activity; (2) the rule was promulgated in response to
unign activity; or (3) the rule has been applied to restrict the
exercise of Seetion 7 sights.”” Lutheran Heritage at 647.

Because the MAA explicitly prohibits cmployess from. pur-
suing employment-related claims on @ class or collective basis,
I find it violates Scction B(a)(1). The right 1o pursue concerted
legal action, including class complaints, addressing wages,
hours, and working conditions falls within Section 7's protec-
tions, See, e.g., Murphy Oil USA. fne., 361 NLRB No. 72
(2014); D. R. Horton, supra;® see also Eastex, Inc. v. NLRB,

} The Charging Party argues that Lutheran Heritage ehould be over-
rufed. Any argumems regarding the legal miegrity of Boerd precedent,
however, are properly sddressed 1o the Board.

* The Board in Murphy Oil resxamined D. k. Harton, and deter-
mined that its rezsoning and resulis were cormect.
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437 U.8, 556, 566 (1978)(Section 7 protects etployee efforts
seeking “to improve working conditions through resort to ad-
ministrative and judicial forums; Spandsco Oil & Royalty Co.,
42 NLRB 942, 948-949 (1942); Salt River Valley Water Users
Assn.. 99 NLRB 849, 853854 (1952), enfd. 206 F.2d 325 (Sth
Cir. 1953); Brady v. National Football League, 644 F.3d 661,
673 (8th Cir. 2011) (“lawsuit filed in good faith by & group of
cmplayees to achieve more favorable terms or conditions of
employment is ‘concerted activity' under §7 of the National
Labor Relations Act.”); Trinity Trucking & Materials Corp. v.
NLREB, 567 F.2d 391 (7th Cir. 1977) (mem. disp.), cert. denied,
438 U.S, 914 (1978). Accordingly, an employer rule or policy

.that interferes with such actions vinlates Section 8(2)(1). D, R,

Horton, supra.; Murphy Oil, supra; See also Chesapeake Ener.
gy Corp., 362 NLRB No. 80 (2015); Ceflular Safes of Missouri,
362 NLRB No, 27 (2015); The Neiman Marcus Group, Inc.,
362 NLRB No, 157 (2015); Countrywide Finaneial Corp., 362
NLRB No. 165 (2015); PJ Cheese Inc., 362 NLRR No, 177
(2015); Leslie's Pool Mart, Inc., 362 NLRB No. 184 (2015);
On Assignment Staffing Services, 362 NLRB No. 189 (2015).

The Respondent propounds numerous arguments as to why
D. R. Horton and its progeny should be overturned® (R Br. 6-
48.) I am, however, required to follow Board precedent, umless
and until it is overruled by the United States Supreme Court
See Gas Spring Co., 296 NLRRE 84, 97 (1989) (citing, inter alia,
Insurance Agents Internarional Union, 119 NLRB 768 (1957),
revd. 260 F.2d 736 (D.C. Cir. 1958), affd, 361 U.S. 477
(1960)), enfd, 908 F.2d 966 {4th Cir. 1990), cer. denied 498
1J.5. 1084 (1991). Applying the above-cited Board precedent, |
find the MAA violates Section 8(a)(1).

Though the Board has made its ruling on the issue clear, |
will address the Respondent's arguments that have not been as
fully covercd by provious decisions, The Respondent contends
that a class action waiver does ot abridge employees' right to
seek class certification to any greater extent than an employer’s
filing an opposition fo an employee’s motion for class certifica-
tion. Of course it does; the former precludes the right, the latter
responds to it. And it is apparem the waiver gives the opposi-
tion teeth, The Respandent then adds the clement of success to
the employcr's motion to secure itz argument. Success of the
employer’s motion cammot be presumed, however. The Re-
spondent's argument thus fails.

Deference ond the Federal Arbitration Act, 128 Harv, L. Rev. 907
(January 12, 2015), provides n well-rearoncd cxplanation as to why the
Board'r conchugion that collective and cless Jitigation is protected Sce-
tion 7 activity should be accorded deference by the courts.

* Many of these erguments ere In line with the dissents in D. R. Hor-
fon and Murphy Oil. Numerous Board and ALJ decisions have ad-
dressed the specific arguments mised by the Respondent and there i
nothing | can edd in this decision that has not already been addressed

y.

* The Respondent contends that, becouse the Board did not petition
for a writ of certiorani to challange the Fifth Circuit’s rejection of the
relevamt part of D. R Horton, and becsuge that decision rests primarily
on interpretation of 8 stnnc other than the NLRA, I should not be
constrained by Board pretedent Mo authority was clted for this cone-
tention, hovever, and | thertfore decline to stray from the Board's
esweblished caselaw ot this point.
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The Respondent also contends that the Board’s decisions
stand for the proposition that cmployees have the right to have
ecrtificstion decisions beard on their merits. The Board hag
made no such holding or suggestion. If, hy way of the example
cited in the Respondent's brief, the class representative misses
a filing deadline, nothing in any of the Board's eases suggests a
court must nanetheless decide class certificetion on the merits.

As to the Respondent’s asscrtion that there is no basis in the
NLRA, the Federal Rules, or case law for D .R. Horton's pre-
surnption that class procedures were created to serve any can-
cems or purposes under the NLRA, the Board has not selicd on
guch concerns or purposes. Two employees who together file
charges with the Equal Eraployment Opportunity Comaraission
(EEQC) about racial harassment are engaged in concerted ac-
tivity aboul their working conditions, though the EBOC's
charge processing procedures were certainly not created 1o
serve any corcems ot purposes under the NLRA, The EEOC's
procedures, like class procedures in court, ere one of many
avenues available for concerled Jegal activity, regardless of the
purposes thase procedures were intended to serve,

The Respondent next appears to be arguing that employecs
can, albeit in vain, file putative class action lawsuits despite the
MAA, suffer no ndverse consequences for it, and therefore the
MAA does nat infringe on their rights. There need not be ad-
verse congequences for non-adherenec to the MAA for it to
violste the Act. Moteover, the MAA on its face spells out ad-
verse consequences for filing putative elass acfions. The MAA
statcs, in relevant part:

Should any party institute any action in a court of law or equi-
ty against the other party with respect 10 any Dispute required
to be erbitrated under this Agreement, the responding party
shall be entitled to recover from the mitiating party all costs,
expenses, and attomey fees incumed to enforce this Agree-
ment and eornpel erbitration, and all other damages resulting
from or incurred as a result of guch court action.

Thus, in addition to breaking an agreement with the employer
not to cue a8 an express condition of continued cmployment, an
employee who files a putative class action may be assesced
with fees and damages,

The Respondent also contends that the Board in D. R. Hor-
ton misinterpreted the Norris-LaGuardia ¢t (NGLA) when
determining it prohibits the enforeement of agreements like the
FAA. The Board recently reaffirmed its position that the FAA
maust yield to the NLGA, stating '

The Board has previously explained why “even if there werc
a direct eomfliet between the NLRA and the FAA, the Norris-
LaGusardia Act. .indicates that the FAA would have to yield
insofar as necessary fo accommodate Section 7 rights.” An
arbitration agreement between an individual croployee and an
omployer that completely precludes the employee from en-
gaging in eoncerted fegal activity clearly eonflicts. with the
express federal policy declared in the Norris-LaGuardia Act
That conflict in no wry depends on whether the agreement is
praperly characterized ag a condition of emaployment. By its
plain terms, the Narris-LaGuardia Act sweepingfy condorons
“fajny undertaking or promise . | in conflict with the public
policy declared” it the statute: incuring that the “ndividual
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unorganized wotker™ is "free from the interference, restraint,
ot coerctan of employers . .. in. . concerted activities for the
purposc of . rmutual aid or protection,” includitg “Mly all
lawfisl means aiding any person participating or interested in
any labor dispute who . . is prosecuting, any action of sdit in
any court of the United States or any state "

On Assigiment Staffing Services, supre, slip op. at 10 (Empha-

siy in origingl, mternal citations and footnotes omitted,)

2. The MAA as an employment contract

The Chargmg Party also nsserts that the FAA dees not apply
because there is no employment contract, citing to the Supreme
Court’s decisions itt Circuit City Stores Inc. v. Adams, $32 US.
105, 113-114 (2001), Buckeye Check Cashing. Inc, v,
Cardegna, 546 US. 440, 445 (2006), and Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc, v. Dobson, 513 U.8, 265, 277 (1985).
" The Charging Party points out that the MAA itself states,

“[{)his Agreement ia not, and shall not be construed to ereate, a

contract of employment, express or implied, and shall not akter
Employee’s at-will employment status.” The employees’ at-
will status is alse sct forth in the introductory paragraph of the
employee handbook. (Jt Exh. Tp. 5, Jt Exh. J p. 5.)

The Charging Party notcs thet the Respondent has not of-
fered evidence o1 argument that a contract of employment has
been created by virue of the MAA in any of the states whete it
operates. Resolution of this issue would mvolve delving into
cach state’s body of contract law,® Because it is not required to
support my conclusion herein that the MAA violates Section
8(a)(1), T decfine to undertake this gnormous task, the legal
aspects of which none of the parties have addressed in their
briefs.

7 The Charging Patty slso osscris that MAA, ovhen coupled with the
Respondent’s confidentiality policy, solicitation policy. loitering poli-
cy, email usage policy, computer usege policy, and/or return of compa-
ty property policy. provide other bascs for finding it unlawful. | agree
that (heae policies, when viewed in conjunction with the MAA. act a5
further barriers to employees discusning their arbitrations under the
MAA and/or gamnering support from fellow employecs. The complaim,
however, docs not allege that any policy other than the MAA violntes
the Ae¢t, tnd therefore my conelugions ore limited to the MAA. See
Panntech Papers, 263 NLRB 264, 265 (1982): Kimtruss Corp.. 305
NLRB 710, 711 (1991).

The Charging Party sets forth numerous other argurnents, including
the FAA's impoct on other federal and state stotures, (he rights of
workers 10 organizt under the Religious Freedotn Restorution Act
(RFRA), and the effect of the MAA on unioh representotion. 1 have
considered esch argument in the Charging Party's brief. Becsuse this
casc can be decjded by applying the Board precedent discogeed above, |
do not addrass a11 of the Chatging Party’s arguments,

* For cxample, under Minnesota law, the disclaimer language in the
MAA may ncgete the exisience of a contract. See Kidkay v. Allind
Central Stores, Ine., 398 N.W 2d 573, 578 (Minn.CLApp.1986). By
cemtrast, in Cirewit Clty, the Court of Appesls for the Ninth Cirewit
determined the dispute resolution agreement at issuc, with disclaimer
lenguage 2imost identical 10 the agreement st fssuc here, was an “em.
ployment contruct.” Clrewit City Stares, Ing. v. Adams, 194 F.3d 1070
(1999); Sec also Ashhey v, Archsienc Property Management, Ine.,
2075 WL 2193178 (5th Cir. 2015),
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3. The MAAs and commerce

The Charging Party argues that there is no evidence the indi-
vidual MAAs with the Respondent’s employees affect com-
merce, and asserts that the activity of arbitration does not affect
imterstate commerce. This raises the fundamental qucstion of
what, in faet, is the “transaction involving commerce” the
MAA evidences to bring it within the FAA's reach?

The FAA, at 3 USC § 2, applies fo a “written provision in
any maritime transaction or a contract evidencitig a trangaction
involving commerce to seftle by arbitration a comtroversy
thereafier arising out of such contract or transaction . ." Spe-
cifically excluded, however, are “contracts of employment .of
seamen, railroad employees, or any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or inerstate commerce” 9 USC § 1. The
Supreme Court in Cércuit City interpreted this exclusionary
provision, “any other elass of workers engaged in foreigh or
htenstate commerce,” narrowly, and held it applied only to
workers actually working in commercial industries similar to
seamen and railroad employees. Relying on Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v, Dobson, 513 U.S. 265 (1995),7 the
Court in Circuit City interpreted Section 2's inclusion provi-
sion, 3 “contract evidencing a trangaction involving com-
merce,” broadly, finding it was not limited to transactions gimi-
lar to maritime transactions.'® In line with these interpretations,
most contracts of employment fall within the FAA's reach,
regardless of whether the employees themselves are involved in
any . traditionally-defined commereial transactions as part of
their work,

In Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, the Supreme Court exam-
ined the phrase “evidencing a trapsaction” involving commerce
and determuned that “the transaction (that the contract ‘evie
dences’) raust turn out, in facr . [to] have involved interstate
commeree[.]" (cmphasis in original). A prior Supreme Court
case, Bernhardt v. Polygraphic Co, of America, 350 U.S. 198
(1956), that like Circuir City and Allied-Bruce Terminix inter-

* The Court in Aflied-Bruce found that the torm “invalving” was the
same as “affecting” and that the phrase ** affecting commerce’ normally
signels Congress® intent 10 exencise its Cotnmerce Claure powers to the
full,” 513 U.S, ar 273-275.

" Though J am bound by the majority's decision i Ctrcuit City, |
find the dissenting opinions, and in particular Justice Souter’s explana-
tion of why the Court’s “parsimonious construction of § ) of the .
FAA . . is not consistent with its expansive reading of § 2,” more
sound and compelling. Presumebly the result of adberence to prece-
dent, the phrasc “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce™ i nol een a8 a residual phrase following the specific category
of maritime transactions in § 2, but the phrese “any other clase of work-
ers engaged in fortign or intcrstate commeree™ is sech oz a residual
pbrage following the specific catagories of seamen and milroad cm-
ployees in § 1, This distinction supplied the Court's tationale for ap-
plying the maxim cjusdem gemeris to “eny other class of workers cn-
gaged in foreign or mterstate commerce” to its finding that
employment eontracts are covered by the FAA, “Maritime transac-
tions” iz defined in § 1 by way of listing various transactional contracts,
such as charter parties, bills of lading, and agreements relating to sup-
plics and vessels, Applying gjusdem generts, the exponsive defimition
given to the phrase “contract ¢videncing a transaction involving ¢orne
merce.” fails to give independent meaning to the tenn “maritime trons-
action.”
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preted the words “involving cominerce™ as broadly as the
words “affecting commeree""" involved sn employment con-
tract between Polygraphic Co., an employer engaged in inter-
state commerce, and Normen Bernhardt, the superintendent of
Polygraphic Co.'s Vermont plant. The employment contract at
issuc contained & provision that in case of any dispute, the par-
ties would submit the matter to arbitration by the American
Arbitration Association.

The Supreme Court found the FAA did pot apply because
the company did not show that the employee, “while perform-
mg his duties under the employment contract was working “in’
commerce, was producing goods for commerce, or was engag-
ing in activity that affected commence, withm the meaning of
our decisions,™"?

" Alfied-Bruce Termintx, supra, at 277

" The agrecment provided for the employment of Bernhardt as the
suptrintentent of Polygraphic Co.'s lithograph plent in Vermont Tis
(erms stated: '

“Subjcet to the general supervigion and pursuant to the orders, ad-
vice and direetion of the Employer, Entployec shall have charge of and
be responsible for the operation of said Lthographic plant in North
Bennington, shall perform cuch other dotics ¢s ant customarily per-
formed by one holding ruch position in other, same ot gimilar businesg-
€5 of enterprises es that engaged in by the Employer, and shall atso
additionally render such other and unrelated services and duties as may
be ansigned to him from time to time by Employer,

“Employer shal) pay Employec and Employee agrees to accept from
Employer, in full payment for Employee’s services hereunder, compen-
sation at the rate of $15,000.00 per ennum, payabie twice 2 month on
the 15th and 18t days of ¢ach month during which this agresment shal]
be in force; the compensation for the peried commencing August 1,
1952 through August 15, 1952 shall be puyeblc on August 15, 1952. In
addition to the forcgoing, Employer agrees that it will reimburse Em-
ployce for any and all mecesgary, customary and usual expenses in-
¢urred by him while traveling for and on behalf of the Employer pursu-
ant to Ennployer’a directions,

“It is expressty understood and agreed that Employee shall not.be.
entitled 10 any additional compenration, by reason of sny service which
he may petform ¢s 8 member of any manoging committee of Employer,
ar in the event that be shall at any time be slec¢ted ah officsr or director
of Employer,

“The parties bereto do agree that any differences, clair or matter in
dispute arising between them out of this agresment or conmected here-
with shall be submitted by them to arbitration by the American Arbits:
tion Association, or its succcssor and that the determiation of said
Americon Arbiteation Association er 115 successors, or of any arbitrators
derignated hy said Association, on such matter shall be final and abso-
lute. The said arbitrotor shall be governed by the duly protmwuigoted
rules and rogulations of the Amcrican Arbitration Association, ot it its
sucecsaor, and the pertinent provisions of fthe Civil Practice Aet of the
Statc of New York relating to atbitations [scction 1448 et seq.), The
decision of the arbitrator may be entered as a judgment in any eourt of
the State of New Yark or clsewhers,

“The parties herete do hereby stipulate and agree that it is their in-
tention and covenant that this sgreement and performance hereunder
and all suita end special proceedings hereunder be construed in accord-
ance with and under and pursuant (o the laws of the State of New York
and thet in any action special proceedings or other proceeding that may
be brought erising out of, in conmection with or by reason of this
agreement, the laws of the State of New York ¢hail be applicable and
sholl govert to the exclusion of the Inw of any other forum, without

Date Filed: 08/12/2016
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Here, the contract at issue is the MAA," There is no other
cmp]oymem contract implicated in the complaint or the an-
swer. © By virtue of the MAA, the employee and employer
have transacted an agreemem 1o resolve employment disputes
through arbitration. What is analytically more difficult about
the MAA and similar agreements, when compared with most
contracts, is that the arbitration agreement itsclf is part of the
consideration for the transaction, The agreement herc states
that the “Mutua) Arbitration Agreement.  is made inr consid-
cration for the continued at-will emaployment of the Employee,
the benefits and compensation provided by Company 1o Em-
ployee, and Employee's and Company’s murual agreement to
atbitrate as provided in this Agreement.™ (Jt. Exh. T p, 55; Jt.
Exh. ] p. 56.) Generally, when & conbrect is invelved, the arbi-
trtion agreement is a means to solve a contract dispute, and the
terms of (he agreement spell out independent consideration.
For example, in Allied-Bruce Terminix. congideration for the
termite bond at issuc was money. In Buckeye Check Cashing,
individuals entered into “various deferred-payment transactions
with. . Buckeye.. in which they received cash in exchange
for a personel check in the amount of the eash plus a finance
charge.” 546 U.S. at 440. In Gllmer v, Interstate/Jokmson Lane
Corp., 500 U.S. 20 (1991), the arbitration agreement was part
of an application to register with the New York Stock Ex-
change. In none of these cases was the agreement to arbitrate
trelf conmderation in the “contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce.”

The MAA’s terms, including the “consideration” of the indi-
vidual arbitral process, are not implicated wnti] there is an em-
ployment dispute. In other words, an employment dispute is &
condition precedent to performanee under the MAA. In typical
tramsactions, 4 dispute is not necessary for the tetms of the
agreement to be exercised. For ¢xample, in Buckeye, the check
cashing company provided cash to the indjviduals as considern-
tion for the individuals signing over their checks and paying a
fee, These transactions could play cut indefinitely without the

regard fo the jurisdiction in which any setion of special proceeding may
be instinned ™ 218 F.2d 948, 949-950 (24 Cir. 1955).

" J have mot been asked to decide whether the entirc cmployss
handbook is a cantract. end make no findings an this point.

There is no evidence bere of any contract setting forth paytaent, du.
fies, etc. of the various employees” jobs, a in Bernhardr. This renders
the interpretation in this decision nerower then in Bernhardt becouse T
am not looking of 2 broader employment contract, with an agreement to
arhitratc disputcs cmbedded in it, and whether thet contraet hag beep
bresched bated on the terms of that contract. lostead, ] ant Jooking at
whether any employment dispute covered by (he contract, here the
MAA, evidences o tranraction involving commerce,

" 1t strikes me a8 peculiar that the comtraet to arbitrate itself is the
contraet a1 B35ve to determine applicability of the FAA, rather than an
caternsl contract or agresment subject to # arbitration: provision. In
tmost cases, the arbitration agreement would kick in if there was a dis-
pute as to performance under the terms of the agreemeat Here, a dis
pute regarding performance under the tenms of the MAA would con-
cem whether the employee submitted a covered dispute to arbitrstion in
line with the MAA, or breached the agreement by filing a lawsuit in
courl.

¥ Oddly, by this lantguape the MAA is in part made in consideration
for itsclf.
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arbitration agrecrnent provision cver coming into play, [If the
ndjviduals in Buckeye performed their end of the barpain by
turning over their checks and the check cashing company sat
idle, a dispute would atise. Conversely, there would be no need
for the check cashing company to do anything if the individual
never presciited it with a check to cash. Not so bere, if the
cmployees’ work is part of the consideration, At all times prior
to the advent of a covered dispute and the itrvocation of & way
to refatve ity the employer ig continuing to employ the employ-
ee and the employee is continuing 1o perform work for the em-
ployer. Continued cmployment triggers no duty on the emr
ployer or the employee with regard ta the MAAL'® The em-
ployee deciding not to continue employment with the Respond-
ent, without more, likewise triggers no duty under the MAA, [t
is difficult fo see, therefore, how contihued employment is part
of the “transaction” the MAA evidences,

Simply put, the MAA is s contract shout how employment
disputes will be resolved.  The “transactions” evidenced by the
MAA are agreements to arbitrate any and all employment dis-
putes. Yes, the MAA is 2 condition of cmployment, but its
topic is not the work the ctuployees will perform or the condi-
tions under which they will perform . An employer engaged
in interstate commeree could require employess, as a condition
of coployment, to sign an agreement stating that they will sit
with their cowarkers for lunchtime on Tuesdays.”” The topic of
this agreement is not the employee's work duties or the em-
ployer’s business, but rather who the employees will eat funch

"with on Tuesdays. Jf cortainly would seem a stretch to find that

this agreement would be a “maritirne transaction or a contract
evidencing a wangaction ivolving commerse,”

As noted above, the MAA spplies to all employees. As the
Charging Party points out, some disputes covered by the MAA
with some of these employees would likely affect commerce,
and other minar disputes likely would not. Take the example
of a security worker who walks a block fo work (not across
state lines) at the same Hobby Lobby store each day. It is hard
10 se¢ how an individual arbitration, required by the MAA,
about a disagreement over the timing of this security wotker's
lunch break evidences any tramsaction involving commerce.
The fact that the employer is engaged in interstate commeree
does not, in my view, render any individual agreement 1o arhi-
irate an employment digpute as a “contract evidencing a trans.
action involving commeree” beecause it is not the employer’s
business of producing and selling goods in interstate commerce
comprising the “transaction™ evidenced by the MAA, To inter-
pret 1h§ FAA this broadly would finally stretch it to its breaking
point.

1% Moreover, as the Respondent asscrts, cuployses who have filed
class andfor collective lawsuits have not been disciplined, much Jess
been terminated,

"7 OFf course, lhere would be 2 clause stating that any disputes over
this !palicy would be subject ta arbitration.

" Many of the Supreme Cowrt Justices, for enample, believe the
FAA was stretched too far when the Count detsrmined it applicd to state
court claime, Southland Corp. v. Keating, 465 U.S, 1 (1984), Justie
O'Cotnor, joined by Justice Rehmauist, dissénting; Sec also Allied.
Bruce Termiex, supra, Justice O'Connor concurring ; Justice Scalia
dissenting; Justice Thomas, joined by fustice Scalia, disscnting., Cthers
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.Even if the “transaction” the MAA contemplates is employ-
ment or continued employment under the MAA's termg, the
individual agreements do not necessarily “evidence a transac-
tion involving commerce." As in Bernkardz, not all of the Re-
spondent’s employees, while performing their duties, are “'in’
comtuerce, . producing goods for commerce, or | engag-
ing in activity that affect[s] commerce, .*

Consideration of the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens
Bank v, Aldfabeo, Ine., 539 U.8. 52 (2003), does not lead fo a
different finding. In Citizen " s Bank, the Court stated, “Con-
gress’ Commeree Clause power ‘may be exercised in individual
cases without showing any speeifie ¢ffoct upon interstate com-
merce’- if in the aggmgatc the economic activity in question
would represent ‘a generel practice |, subject 10 federal con-
trol," 539 US. at 56~57, quoting Mandeville Island Farms,
I, v. American Crystal Sugar Co., 334 U.S, 219, 236, (1948).
Citizens Bank and Alafabea, a fabrication and construction
company, entered into debt-rostructuring agreements that con-
tained an agreement to arbitrate any disputes. The Court reject-
cd the argument that the individual transactions underlying the
agreements did not, taken alone, have & “substantial effect on
interstatc commerce.” [d. at 56, First, the Court found that
-Alafabco engaged m intcrstate commieree using loans from
Citizens Bank that were renegotisted and redocumented in the
debt-restructuring agreements.  Second, the loans at jssue were
secured by goods assembled out-of-state. Finally, the Court
relied upon the “broad impact of commercial lending on the
national economy [and] Congress’ power to regulate thet activi-
ty pusuant to the Commerce Clayse,” The arbitration agres-
ments between the Respondent and the individual employees in
this case do not fall within any of these rationales.

The Charging Party. pointing out that the FAA derives its au-
thority fram the Commerce Clause, citcs to National Federa-
‘tion af Independent Businesses v, Sebelius, 132 S.Ct. 2566
(2012). Sebelius digeusses the Commeree Clause in relation to
Affordable Healthcare Act's (ACA) provision requiring indi-
widuals to buy health insurance, commonly known as the indi-
vidual mendste. In deseribing the reach of the Commerce
Clause in Sebefius, the Court observed, “Our precedent also
reflects this understanding. As expansive as our cases eonstru-
ing the scope of the commerce power have heen, they all have
one thing in coromon: They uniformly describe the power as
reaching ‘activity.”’ The Court determined that the “sctivity”
at issue with repard to the individual mandate was the purchase
of healthcare insurance, and that under the Commerce Clayse,
Congress was not empowered 10 regulate the failurc to engage
in this activity. Under this analysis, the “activity" the MAA
coneerns is resolution of employmennt disputes. For the reasons
described above, this “activity™ does not necessarily affect in-
terstate commerce, particularly in cases where ho dispute with
regard to employment under the MAA ever arises,

‘Based on the foregoing, | agrec with the Charging Party that
the Respondent has made no showing thst an arbitration agree-

belicve it wag stretched too far when it was held to =pply to cmplay-
ment contracts. Cireads City, supra, Justice Stevens, joined by fustices
Gineburg, Breyer, and Souter, digsenting: Justice Souter, joined by
Justices Stevens, Ginsburg snd Breyer, dissenting.
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raent between the Respondcnt and any of its individuel em-

-ployees affects commeree.'

4. Team truckdrivers
The Charging Party further argues.that téam truck drivers
who transport the Respondent’s products across state lines arc a
class of workers.engaged in interstate commerce, and therefore
fall within PAA’s exception at 9 US.C. § 3. The Court in Cir-
euit City held that “Section 1 exempts from the FAA only con-
tracts of ¢mployment of transportetion workers.” The inferstate
fruck drivers are clearly transportation workers, a fact not dis-
puted by the Respondent, and therefore are exempt from the
FAA. Requiring the team truck drivers to sign and adhere to
the MAA therefore viojates the Act, regardiess of the Board's

decisions in ). R. Horton and related cases,

B. Enforcement of the MAA

Complaint paragraphs 4(e) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act hy enforcing the MAA, as
detailed above,

It is weil settled that an employer violates Section 8(a)(1) by
enforeing 4 rule that unlawfully restricts Section 7 rights. See,
.g.. NLRB v. Washington Alumimum Co., 370 U.S. 9, 1617
(1962); Republic Aviation Corp. v. NLRE, 324 U.S. 793 (1945),

Here, it is undisputed that the Respondent enforeed the MAA
by filing motions to compel individual arbitration in Fardig and
Ortiz, ag detailed above. (Jt. Exhs. Y, Z). The Respondent con-
tends that the Board lacks authority to enjoin the Respondent's
motions to compel becsuse they are protected by the First
Amendment usider Bill Johnson's Restaurants, Inc. v, NLRB,
461 US. 731, 741 (1983), and BE&LK Comstruction CO. v.
NLRB, 536 1U.S. 516 (2002). | find that instant case falls within
the exeeption sct forth in Bill Johnson's at footnote 5, which
gtates in relevant part: '

It should be kept in mind thal what is involved here is an em-
ploytr’s [awsuit that the fedetal kzw would not bor except for
its allegedly retaliatory rootivation. We are not dealing with a
suit that is claimed to be beyond the jurisdiction of the state
courts because of federal-law preemption, or a suit that has an
objective that is illegal under federal law, Petitioner concedes
that the Board may enjoin these latter types of suits. . Nor
could it be mmc:ssﬁ;t]y a:rgued otherwise, for we have upheld
Board orders enjoining unions from prosecuting court suits
for enforcement of fines that conld not lawfully be imposed
under the Act, s4a Granile State Joint Board, Textile Workers
Unicn, 187 NLR.B. 638, 637 (1970), etforoement denied,
446 F2d 369 (CAl 1971), rev'd, 409 US, 213, 93 S.CL 385,
34 L.Ed.2d 422 (1972); Bonster Lodge Ne. 405, Machinists &
Aerospace Workers, 185 N.LRB, 380, 3§3 (1970), enforced

" As the party ngserting the FAA ag an affirmative defensc, the Re-
spondeat has the burden of proof 10 show that the agreements & issue
arc subjoct to the FAA, The assertion of the FAA as an affirmative
defense requires me o addreas v reach in this decision. Though, as
the Respandent potes, many courts bave disapreed with the Board's

-ationzle in D. R, Horton, &1, al,, the precise isswe of whether a particu-
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lnt agreement to arbitrate is & "maritime transaction of a contract ovi-
dencing 2 trangaction involving commerce” has not been squarcly ad-
dressed,
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in relevant part, 148 US.App.D.C. 119, 459 F.2d4 [143
(1972), aff°d, 412 U.S. 84, 93 5.CL 1961, 36 L.Ed.2d 764
(1973), and this Court has concluded that, &t the Board’s re-
quest, a District Court may enjoin enforcement of & state-
-cowrt infunction “where [the Board’s] federal power. pre-
empts the field™ NLRB v. Nash-Finch Co., 404 U.S. 138, 144,
92 S.Ct 373, 377, 30 L.Ed.2d 328 (1971).

The Board has determined that thess cxeeptions apply in the
wake of Bill Johnston’s and BE&K Construction. See, eg.,
Aflied Trades Council (Duane Reade Ine.), 342 NLRB 1010,
1013, fn, 4 (2004): Teamsters, Local 776 (Rite Ald), 305 NLRB
832, 835 (1991). Moreover, particular litigation tactics may
fall within the cxception even if the entirc Jawsuit may not be
enjoined, Wright Electric, Inc., 327 NLRB 1194, 1195 (1999),
enfd. 200 F.3d 1162 (8th Cir. 2000); Dilling Mechanical Con-
tractors, 357 NLRB 544 (2011), As such, since the Board has
concluded that agreements such as those comprising the MAA
explicitly restrict Section 7 activity, the Respondent’s ottempt
to enforce the MAA in atate eoutt by moving to compel arbitra-
tion fall within the unlawful objective exception in Bill John-
son s, Sco Neiman Marcus Group, suprs.

The Respondent argues that numerous courts have found
agreements such as the MAA to be lawful and enforceable.
While this is true, the Board has held that agreements such as
the MAA violate the Act, and the Supreme Court has not ruled
otherwige, The Respondent, by its actions in count, is challetg-
ing Board case law which very clearly holds the MAA violates
the Act. The motion to compel arbitration, which by virtue of
the MAA can only be on an individual basis, is the crux of the
challenge. Inherent in this challenge are riske, which the Re-
apondent js assuming by declining to follow the Board’s casc
law as it works ite way through the system.

C. The MAA and Board Charges

Complaint paragraphs 4(b) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Sectign 8(a)(1) by maintining, at all material times
since at least April 28, 2014, which would reasonsbly be read
by employees to prohibit them from filing unfair labor practice
tharges with the Board.

The Lutheran Heritage tesi set forth above applies to this al-
legation. 1 find that employees would reasonably construe the
MAA as restricting their access to file charges with the Board,

The MAA is worded very broedly, and explicitly states it ap-
plies to “any dispute, demand, claim, controversy, causc of
action, or suit (collectively referred to as “Dispute™) that Em-
ployee may have” at any time that that “in any way arises out
of, involves, or reiates to Employes’s employment™ with the
Respondent.  This would eertainly encompass an unfair tabor
practice charge with the Board, '

More specifically, the MAA includes disputes involving:

wrongful termination, wages, competsation, work hours, .

sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on
any class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all
Disputes mvolving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers' compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination., and/or the opposition of
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harassment or discriminetion, and/or any other craployment-
related Dispute.
Certninly, disputes about wrongful termination, wages, com-
pensation, and hours could comprise unfair labor practice
claims. Discrimination based on Section 7 nctivity also is -
compassed by this language.

The MAA then procseds to state it applies 1o disputes under
various federal laws, onding with a eatehall that it applics to
disputes under :

all other federal, statr, and municipal statutes, regulations,
codes, ordinances, common laws, ot public policies that regy-
late, govemn, cover, of felate 1o equal employment, wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of
privecy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious proge-
culion, defamation, negligence, personal mjury, pain and suf-
fering, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fidu-
ciary duty, sexual harassroent, harassment and/or diserimina-
tion based on any class protected by federal, state or munici-
pal law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
corpensation, family or medical leave, bealth and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harasement or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispuic in
tort or coptract,

That this would etcompass some claims under the NLRA re-
quires no explanstion, The only claims explicitly excluded are
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation jaws.

The Respondent contends that the MAA would pot be inter-
preted to apply te Board charges because of the following lan-

guage:

By agreeing 1o arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any subatarstive rights
under federal, state or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state or municipal government agen-
cies).
The Respondent contends that because of the explicit statement
that claims with feders], state, or imunicipal agencies arc ex-
cluded from the MAA, any miginterpretation of the MAA
would be manifestly unreasonable. 1 disagree.

To begin with, the MAA specifically states claims of sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal law are subject to mandatory individ-
val arbitration. These are all patently clear examples of claims
that arise under the civil rights statutes the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) enforees, i.e.,, Title VIl of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans with Disabilities
Act, and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act.”® Yet the
MAA slso states that nothing would preclude an employes
from filing a charge with a federal agency, osicnsibly including
the EEOC.*' The only way to reconcile these two provisions is
to read the MAA as not precluding filing a ¢harge with an ad-

* These mtatutes are respectively codificd at 42 U,S.C, 2000e et seq.;
42 US.C. 121-1 et seq; and 20 U.S.C. 633a.

" The EEOQOC's chorgefiling process iz described ot

“https ffecoe. goviemployeashowiafile.cfm,
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ministrative agency, yet in the end those disputes must be re-
‘solved only through final and binding arbitration under the
MAA rather than through whatever fruits filing a charge or
other similar effort may bear. The same rationale holds true for
Board proceedings, given that the MAA’ requires individual

arbitration of disputes over “wrongful termination, wages,

corupensation, . work hours.” This begs the question: Why
would any employee bother to file a charge? A reasonable
“cmployee, not versed in how various federal, state, and Jocal:

agencies process claims, would take-it at fam: value that the
‘topics specificelly included as falling within the MAA would

be subject to arbitration. This is particularly true given that the
MAA explicitly excludes bencfits under unemployment coms-
pensation laws or workers’ compensation laws, but not under
the NLRA.

‘Considering that arnbtgurues must be construed against the
drafier of the MAA, which is the Respondent, 1.find the MAA
violates Seetion’ 8(a)(1) because employees would reasonsbly
believe the MAA requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Aet. See Aroostook County Reglonal
Ophthaimology Center, 317 NLRB 218 (1995).

‘CONCLUSIONS OF LaAw

{1) The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., is an cm-
ployer within the meaning of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act.

(2) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining and enforcing a mandatory arbitration agreement
(MAA) requiring all employment-related disputes to be submit-
ted to individual binding arbitration.

(3) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act
when it enforced the MAA by asserting the MAA ip litigation
the Charging Party brought against the Respondent.

{4) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining a mandatory arbitration agteement that employees:
reasonably would believe bars or restricts their right to- file
charges with the Nationel Laboer Relations Board,

REMEDY

Having found that the Respondent has engaged in certain un-
fair labof practices, ] shall order it to cease and desist therefrom
and to 1ake certain affirmative action desugned to effectuate the
policies of the Act,

As T have concluded thet the MAA is unlawful, the recom-
mended order tequircs that the Respondent revise ot rescind it”
in all of its forms to make tlear 1o employees that'the arbitra-
tion agreement dees not constitute a waiver. of their right to
maintain employment-related joint, class, ot collective actions
in all forums, and that it does not restrict empioyees’ right to
fite chatges with the Nafional Labor Relations Board. The
Respondent shall notify all cutrent and former employees who
were tequired to gign the mandatory arbitration agrecment. in
any form thet it has been reseinded or revised and, if revised,
provide them a copy of the revised agreement Becanse the
Respondent utilized the MAA on a corporstewide basis, the
Respondent shall post & notice at all locations whete the MAA,
ot any portion of it requiring all employrent-related disputes to
be submitied to individual binding arbitration, was in effect
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See, e.g., U-Haul Co, of California, supra, fn’ 2 (2006), D. R
‘Horton, supra, slip op. at 17; Murphy Oil, supra,

I recommend the Respondent be required to notlfy the U.S.

" District Court for the Eastern District of California in Orfiz v,

Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-¢v-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D.
Cal), and the U.S, District Court for the Central District of
California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Jnc., 8:14-cv-
00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or revised the.
mandatory arbitration agreements upon which it bascd its' mo-
tion to dismiss these actions and to compel individual arbitra-.
tion-of the claimsg, and inform the court that it ne lenger oppos-
¢s the actions on the baxris of the arbitration agreement,

1 recommend the Company be required to reimburse em.’
ployees for any litigation and related expenses, with interest, to
date and in the future, dircctly réleted 1o the Company's filing
itz motion to compel sarbitrations .in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Ine., 2:13-cv-016)8-TLN-DAD (ED. Cal), and Fardig-
v, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.). Determining the xp'plicablc rate of interest on the reim-
bursement will be as outlined in New Horizons, 283 NLRB
1173 (1987), (adopting the Internal Revenue Service rate for
underpayment of Federal taxes). Imerest on ail amounts due to
the employees shall be computed onh a dajly basis as prescribed
in Kentueky River Medical Centér, 356 NLRB 6 (2010).

On these findings of fact and conclusions of law and.-on the

-entire record, [ isene the follawing recommended®

ORDER

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, In¢., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sactamento, California,
its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shal)

1. Ceage and desist from”™

(a) Meintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that em-
ployees reasomably would believe bars or restricts the right to-
file charges with the National Labot Relations Board,

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing & mandatory arbitration
agreement that requires employess, as a ¢ondition of employ-
ment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective actions
i all forums, whether arbitral ot judietal,

(c} In any like or related manner interfering with, restrain-
ing, or cocreing crployees in the exercise of the rights guaran-
teed to them by Section 7 of the Act, _

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to cffec-
tuate the policies of the Act. _

(a) ' Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of iz
forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear to cmployees
that the arbitration agreement dees not constitute a waiver of
their right fo maintain employment-releted joint, class, of col-
lective actions m all forumsg, and that it’ does not restrict em-
ployees’ right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board: ’

{b) Notify all current and former employees who were re-

- quired 10 sign the mandatory arbitration- agreement in any form

2 If no, oxceptions arc filed 2¢ provided by See. 102.46 of the
Board's Rulcs and Regulations, the findings, conclusions, and tecom-
mended Order shall, as provided in Sec, 10248 of the Rules, be adopt-
dbymesoa:dmdanobjwrnmmmmshallbedmmd waived for -
all purpares..
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that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised, provide
them a copy of the revised agreement.

(¢} Notify the U.S. District Court for the Bastern District of
California in Ortiz v, Hobby Lobby Stores, Ine., 2;13-v-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Cen-
tral District of California m Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or
revised the mandatory arbitration agreerment upon which it
based its motions to distiss the class and collective actions and
to compel individual arbitration of the employees’ claim, and
inform the respective courts that it ho Jonger opposes the ac-
tions on the basis of the arbitration agresment.

(d) Tn the manner set forth m thig docision, reimburse the
ptaintiffs who filed suit in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
2:13-¢v-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v, Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-¢v-00561 -JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), for any
reasonable attorneys® fees and litigation expenses that she may
have meurted in opposing the Respondent’s motion to dismiss
the wage claim and compe) individual arbitration.

(e) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at all
facilitics in California the sttached notice marked “Appendix
A." ond at all other facilities employing covered employees,
copies of the sttached notice marked “Appendix B*® Copies
of the notice, on forms provided by the Regional Director for
Region 31, aficr being signad by the Respondent’s authorized
representative, shall be posted by the Respondent and main-
tained for 60 consecutive days in conspicuous places including
all places where notices to employees arc customarily posted.
In sddition to physical posting of paper notices, the notices
shall be distributed ¢Jectronically, such as by email, posting on
an intranct or an intemet site, and/or other electronic means, if
the Respondent customarnily communicates with its employees
by such means. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Re-
spandem {o ensure that the notices are not altered, defaced, or
covered by any other material. In the event that, during the
pendency of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in thesc proceedings,
the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense, a
copy of the notice o all current employees and fotmer employ-
ees employed by the Respondent at any time since April 28,
2014,

(f) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file with the
Regional Diirector a sworn certification of a responsible officigl
on a form provided by the Region attesting lo the steps that the
Respondent has taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C, September 8, 2015

APPENDIX A

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
PosTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Govemment

2 If this Order is enforced by a judgment of ¢ United States court of
appeels, the words {n the notice rcading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board™ shell rcad “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeale Enforting an Order of the
Notional Labor Relations Board,”
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The National Labor Relations Board has found that we +violated
Fedetal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice,

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YQU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or agsist a vnion

Choost representatives 1o bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

W WILL NOT maintain a mandatory erbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right te file charges with the National Labar Relations
Board,

WE WiLL NOT waintain end/or enforee a mandatory arbitra-
tioh agrecment that requires our etaploysees, as & condition of
emmployment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forams, whether arbitral or judicial,

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or cotree our employees in the ¢xercise of the rights
listed above,

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitratian agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it i all of ils forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreernent does not constitiute a waiver of your right
to maintam employment-related joint, clags, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and thet it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board,

We wiLL notify a1l curvent and former cmployees who wete
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitraton agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

We WILL notify the courts m which the employees filed theit
claims in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobhy Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-016]19-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-TVSAN (C.D. Cal), that we have rescind-
td or revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which
wt based our motion to dismiss her collective wage claim and
compel individua) arbitration, and we will inform the court that
we no longer oppose the employees® elaims on the basis of that
agreement.

WE wiLL reimburse the plaintiffs in Orfiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cat.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D,
Cal.), for any reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
that she may have incurred in opposing our motion to dismiss
het eollective wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

Hosey LoBEY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge's decision can be found at
wwyynirb.govicase/20-CA-139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtait a copy of the decision
from the Executive Seeretaty, National Labor Relations Roard,
1099 14th Street, N,.W,, Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.
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APPENDIX B

NoTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAT. LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we vialated
Fedetal labot Jaw and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice, :

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TQ

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to barpain with us on your be-
half .

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT muaintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relstions
Board,

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement thal fequira¢ cur cmployees, as a condition of
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employment, o waive the tight 10 maintain class or ééllective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like ot related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or cocree ow employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above. . -

WE wiLL reqeind the mandatory arbitration agreement in al]
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement doea not constitute a waiver of your right
t0 maintain employment-reiated joint, class, or eolleetive ae-
tions m all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Laboy Relations Board,

W wiLL notify all current and former employezs who were
required 1o sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has heen rescinded. or
reviged and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HorBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law. Judge’s decision can be found at
www lrh gov/case/20—CA-139745 or by usipg the QR code
below, Alternatively, you can obtsin a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14¢h Sweet, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273~1540,
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FIFTH CIRCUIT
OFFICE OF THE CLERK
LYLE W. CAYCE TEL. 504-310-7700
CLERK 600 S. MAESTRI PLACE

NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130

May 20, 2016

Ms. Linda Dreeben

National Labor Relations Board i
Appellate & Supreme Court Litigation Branch
1015 Halt Street, S.E.

Suite 4163

Washington, DC 20570

No. 16-60312 Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. v. NLRB
Agency No. 20-CA-139745

Dear Ms. Dreeben,

Igu are served with the following document(s) under Fep R. App. P.

Petition for Review.

See Fep R. App. P. 16 and 17 as to the composition and time for the
filing of the record. |If the agency intends to file a certified
list 1n lieu of the administrative record, i1t Is required to be
Tiled electronically. Paper filings will not be accepted.

Counsel who desire to appear in this case must electronically file
a "Form for Appearance of Counsel™ within 14 days from this date.
You must name each party you represent, see FeED R. App. P. and 5w
CiR. R._ 12. The form is available from the Fifth Circuit"s website,
www.ca5.uscourts.gov. IT you fail to electronically Tile the form,
we will remove your name from our docket. Also, we cannot release
official records on appeal unless an appearance has been entered.

Attention Attorneys: Attorneys are required to be a member of the

] ircul ar and to register for Electronic Case Filing. The
"Application and Oath for Admission™ form can be printed or
downloaded from the Fifth Circuit™s website, www.ca5.uscourts.gov.
Information on Electronic Case Filing 1S available at

www . cab.uscourts.gov/cmect/.

Sincerely,

LYLE W. CAYCE, Clerk
[umffii’l’. ym/v e

By:

DantTelT L. Johnson, Deputy Clerk
504-310-7689

Enclosure(s)
cc: Mr. Ronald Wayne Chapman, Jr.

Mr. Joseph F. Frankl
Mr. Christopher Charles Murray
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT
)
HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC., )
)
Respondent, )
)
V. )
)
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, )
)
Respondent )
)

PETITION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to Rule 15(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., (herein “Petitioner”), hereby petitions the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit to review and set aside a Decision and Order of the
National Labor Relations Board (“Board”) in the matter styled Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc. and The Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize, Case
No. 20-CA-139745, reported at 363 NLRB No. 195, dated May 18, 2016. See
Exhibit A. This Court has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to Section 10(f) of
the National Labor Relations Act because the NLRB’s Decision and Order is a
final order. 29 U.S.C. § 160(f). Petitioner is a party aggrieved by this Decision and

Order, and Petitioner transacts business within this judicial circuit as defined in 28

2 of 22
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U.S.C. § 41. The Board’s Decision and Order is not supported by substantial

evidence and is contrary to law.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully prays that this Court review and set

aside the Board’s Decision and Order and that Petitioner receive any further relief

to which it may be entitled.

Dated: May 19, 2016

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Ron Chapman, Jr.

Ron Chapman, Jr.

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.
8117 Preston Road — Suite 500

Dallas, TX 75225

Telephone: 214-987-3800

Facsimile: 214-987-3927
ron.chapman@ogletreedeakins.com

Christopher C. Murray

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.
111 Monument Circle, Suite 4600

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Telephone: 317-916-1300

Facsimile: 317-916-9076

christopher.murray @ ogletreedeakins.com

Attorneys for Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that the foregoing Petition for Review was served by United States
First Class mail on May 19, 2016, to the following:

Executive Secretary

National Labor Relations Board
1099 14th Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20570

Yasmin Macariola, Esq.

Counsel for the General Counsel
NLRB, San Francisco Office, Region 20
901 Market St. Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

E-mail: yasmin.macariola@nlrb.gov

David Rosenfeld, Esq.

Counsel for the Charging Party
Weinberg, Roger & Rosenfeld

1001 Marina Village Parkway, Suite 200
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Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. and The Committee to Pre-
serve the Religious Right to Organize. Case 20—
CA-139745

May 18, 2016
DECISION AND ORDER

BY CHAIRMAN PEARCE AND MEMBERS MISCIMARRA
AND MCFERRAN

On September 8, 2015, Administrative Law Judge El-
eanor Laws issued the attached decision. The Respond-
ent filed exceptions and a supporting brief. The General
Counsel filed an answering brief, and the Respondent
filed a reply brief. The General Counsel and the Charg-
ing Party each filed cross exceptions and a supporting
brief. The Respondent filed answering briefs, and the
General Counsel and the Charging Party filed reply
briefs.!

The National Labor Relations Board has delegated its
authority in this proceeding to a three-member panel.

The judge found, applying the Board’s decisions in D.
R. Horton, 357 NLRB 2277 (2012), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir. 2013), and Murphy Oil
US4, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72 (2014), enf. denied in rele-
vant part, 808 F.3d. 1013 (5th Cir. 2015), that the Re-
spondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by maintain-
ing and enforcing an arbitration agreement that requires
employees, as a condition of employment, to waive their
rights to pursue class or collective actions involving em-
ployment-related claims in all forums, whether arbitral or
judicial. The judge also found that maintaining the arbi-
tration agreement violated Section 8(a)(1) because em-
ployees reasonably would believe that it bars or restricts
their right to file unfair labor practice charges with the
Board.

The Board has considered the decision and the record
in light of the exceptions and briefs,? and we affirm the

! In addition, pursuant to Reliant Energy, 339 NLRB 66 (2003), the
Charging Party filed a postbrief letter calling the Board’s attention to
recent case authority.

On January 29, 2016, the Charging Party filed a “motion to allow
oral argument and suggestion for public notice.” The Respondent’s
exceptions also requested oral argument. We deny the Charging Par-
ty’s motion, and the Respondent’s request, as the record, exceptions,
and briefs adequately present the issues and positions of the parties.

2 We find no merit in the Charging Party’s cross-exceptions, which
raise substantive arguments that are wholly outside the scope of the
General Counsel’s complaint. It is well settled that a charging party
cannot enlarge upon or change the General Counsel’s theory of a case.
Kimtruss Corp., 305 NLRB 710 (1991). Likewise, we reject the Charg-
ing Party’s argument that the judge improperly approved the joint mo-
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judge’s rulings, findings and conclusions,’ and adopt the
recommended Order as modified and set forth in full
below.*

tion of the General Counsel and the Respondent for her to resolve the
case on a stipulated record. The stipulated record includes sufficient
evidence to evaluate the complaint, and the additional evidence that the
Charging Party sought to introduce exceeded the scope of the General
Counsel’s theory.

® In adopting the judge’s conclusions that the Respondent violated
Sec. 8(a)(1) by maintaining and enforcing its Agreement, we do not
rely on her findings that: (1) the burden was on the Respondent to show
that its Agreement was subject to the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA);
(2) the Respondent failed to show that its Agreement affected com-
merce within the meaning of the FAA; and (3) the Respondent’s team
truckdrivers were exempt from the FAA. We may assume for purposes
of this case that the FAA is applicable because, consistent with our
decisions in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil, supra, “[f]inding a mandato-
ry arbitration agreement unlawful under the National Labor Relations
Act, insofar as it precludes employees from bringing joint, class, or
collective workplace claims in any forum, does not conflict with the
Federal Arbitration Act or undermine its policies.” Murphy Oil, 361
NLRB 72, slip op. at 6, citing D. R. Horton, supra, 357 NLRB at 2283—
2288.

To the extent the Respondent argues that plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz
were not engaged in concerted activity in filing their class action wage
and hour lawsuits in the United States District Court for the Central
District of California and the Eastern District of California, respective-
ly, we reject that argument. As the Board made clear in Beyoglu, 362
NLRB No. 152 (2015), “the filing of an employment-related class or
collective action by an individual is an attempt to initiate, to induce, or
to prepare for group action and is therefore conduct protected by Sec-
tion 7.” Id., slip op. at 2. See also D. R. Horton, supra, 357 NLRB at
2279.

Our dissenting colleague, relying on his dissenting position in Mur-
phy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2015), would find that
the Respondent’s arbitration Agreement does not violate Sec. 8(a)(1).
He observes that the Act does not “dictate” any particular procedures
for the litigation of non-NLRA claims, and “creates no substantive right
for employees to insist on class-type treatment” of such claims. This is
all surely correct, as the Board has previously explained in Murphy Oil,
above, slip op. at 2, and Bristol Farms, 363 NLRB No. 45, slip op. at 2
& fn. 2 (2015). But what our colleague ignores is that the Act “does
create a right to pursue joint, class, or collective claims if and as avail-
able, without the interference of an employer-imposed restraint.” Mur-
phy Oil, above, slip op. at 2 (emphasis in original). The Respondent’s
Agreement is just such an unlawful restraint.

Likewise, for the reasons explained in Murphy Oil and Bristol
Farms, there is no merit to our colleague’s view that finding the
Agreement unlawful runs afoul of employees’ Sec. 7 right to “refrain
from” engaging in protected concerted activity. See Murphy Oil,
above, slip op. at 18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. at 3. Nor is he
correct in insisting that Sec. 9(a) of the Act requires the Board to permit
individual employees to prospectively waive their Sec. 7 right to en-
gage in concerted legal activity. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 17—
18; Bristol Farms, above, slip op. at 2.

We also reject the position of our dissenting colleague that the Re-
spondent’s motions to compel arbitration were protected by the First
Amendment’s Petition Clause. In Bill Johnson's Restaurants v. NLRB,
461 U.S. at 747, the Court identified two situations in which a lawsuit
enjoys no such protection: where the action is beyond a State court’s
jurisdiction because of federal preemption, and where “a suit . . . has an
objective that is illegal under federal law.” 461 U.S. at 737 fn. 5. Thus,
the Board may properly restrain litigation efforts that have the illegal
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AMENDED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Substitute the following for Conclusion of Law 3: “3.
The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) when it en-
forced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation that
Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz brought against the Respond-
ent.”

ORDER

The National Labor Relations Board orders that the
Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement
that employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
the right to file charges with the National Labor Rela-
tions Board.

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires employees, as a condition of
employment, to waive the right to maintain class or col-
lective actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

(c) In any like or related manner interfering with, re-
straining, or coercing employees in the exercise of the
rights guaranteed to them by Section 7 of the Act.

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to
effectuate the policies of the Act.

objective of limiting employees’ Sec. 7 rights and enforcing an unlaw-
ful contractual provision (such as the Respondent’s motions to compel
arbitration in the underlying wage and hour lawsuits here), even if the
litigation was otherwise meritorious or reasonable. See Murphy Oil,
supra, slip op. at 20-21; Convergys Corp., 363 NLRB No. 51, slip op.
at 2 fn. 5 (2015).

Finally, we disagree with our dissenting colleague’s conclusion that
the Respondent’s Agreement does not unlawfully interfere with em-
ployees’ right to file unfair labor practice charges with the Board. We
note that our colleague repeats an argument previously made, that an
individual arbitration agreement lawfully may require the arbitration of
unfair labor practice claims if the agreement reserves to employees the
right to file charges with the Board. As explained in Ralphs Grocery,
363 NLRB No. 128, slip op. at 3, that argument is at odds with well-
established Board law.

* We reject the Charging Party’s request that we impose additional
remedies on the Respondent, as the Charging Party has not shown that
the remedies set forth in D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil are insufficient
to remedy the Respondent’s violations.

We have amended the judge’s conclusions of law to reflect that fact
that Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz, and not the Charging Party, filed the
lawsuits against the Respondent; and we have corrected the Order to
reflect the appropriate regional office and to conform to the Board’s
standard remedial language. Because the courts granted the Respond-
ent’s motions to compel individual arbitration and the lawsuits are no
longer pending, we find it unnecessary to order the Respondent, as in
Murphy Oil (slip op. at 21-22), to remedy the Sec. 8(a)(1) enforcement
violation by notifying the court that it no longer opposes the lawsuits
filed by Plaintiffs Fardig and Ortiz. We have also substituted the at-
tached notices for those of the administrative law judge.

(a) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear
to employees that the arbitration agreement does not con-
stitute a waiver of their right to maintain employment-
related joint, class, or collective actions in all forums,
and that it does not restrict employees’ right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if re-
vised, provide them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) In the manner set forth in the remedy section of the
judge’s decision, reimburse Maribel Ortiz and any other
plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-
01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.) and Jeremy Fardig and any
other plaintiffs in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.) for reasonable attor-
neys’ fees and litigation expenses that they may have
incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motions to dis-
miss the collective lawsuits and compel individual arbi-
tration.

(d) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at
all facilities in California the attached notice marked
“Appendix A,” and at all other facilities employing cov-
ered employees, copies of the attached notice marked
“Appendix B.”> Copies of the notices, on forms provid-
ed by the Regional Director for Region 20, after being
signed by the Respondent’s authorized representative,
shall be posted by the Respondent and maintained for 60
consecutive days in conspicuous places including all
places where notices to employees are customarily post-
ed. In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the
notices shall be distributed electronically, such as by
email, posting on an intranet or an internet site, and/or
other electronic means, if the Respondent customarily
communicates with its employees by such means. Rea-
sonable steps shall be taken by the Respondent to ensure
that the notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by
any other material. In the event that, during the penden-
cy of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceed-
ings, the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own
expense, a copy of the notice to all current employees
and former employees employed by the Respondent at
any time since April 28, 2014, and any former employees
against whom the Respondent has enforced its mandato-
ry arbitration agreement since April 28, 2014. If the Re-

* If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of
appeals, the words in the notices reading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board.”
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spondent has gone out of business or closed any facilities
other than the one involved in these proceedings, the
Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense,
a copy of the notice marked Appendix B” to all current
employees and former employees employed by the Re-
spondent at those facilities at any time since April 28,
2014.

(e) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file
with the Regional Director for Region 20 a sworn certifi-
cation of a responsible official on a form provided by the
Region attesting to the steps that the Respondent has
taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18, 2016

Mark Gaston Pearce, Chairman

Lauren McFerran, Member

(SEAL) NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

MEMBER MISCIMARRA, dissenting.

In this case, my colleagues find that the Respondent’s
Mutual Arbitration Agreement (Agreement) violates Sec-
tion 8(a)(1) of the National Labor Relations Act (the Act
or NLRA) because the Agreement waives the right to
participate in class or collective actions regarding non-
NLRA employment claims. Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy
Fardig, and other employees each signed the Agreement.
Later, Ortiz filed a lawsuit against the Respondent in
federal court asserting class and representative claims for
violations of federal and state wage and hour laws. In
reliance on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a mo-
tion to compel individual arbitration, which the court
granted. Fardig and other employees also filed a class
action lawsuit against the Respondent in federal court
alleging violations of wage and hour laws. Again relying
on the Agreement, the Respondent filed a motion to
compel individual arbitration, which the court granted.
My colleagues find that the Respondent thereby unlaw-
fully enforced its Agreement. I respectfully dissent from
these findings for the reasons explained in my partial
dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil USA, Inc." 1 also dis-
sent from my colleagues’ finding that the Agreement

' 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 22-35 (2014) (Member Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). The Board majority’s holding in Murphy Oil inval-
idating class-action waiver agreements was denied enforcement by the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Murphy Oil USA, Inc. v. NLRB,
808 F.3d 1013 (5th Cir. 2015).

interferes with the right of employees to file charges with
the Board.

1. The “Class Action” Waiver. 1 agree that an em-
ployee may engage in “concerted” activities for “mutual
aid or protection” in relation to a claim asserted under a
statute other than NLRA.> However, Section 8(a)(1) of
the Act does not vest authority in the Board to dictate
any particular procedures pertaining to the litigation of
non-NLRA claims, nor does the Act render unlawful
agreements in which employees waive class-type treat-
ment of non-NLRA claims. To the contrary, as dis-
cussed in my partial dissenting opinion in Murphy Oil,
NLRA Section 9(a) protects the right of every employee
as an “individual” to “present” and “adjust” grievances
“at any time.”™ This aspect of Section 9(a) is reinforced
by Section 7 of the Act, which protects each employee’s
right to “refrain from” exercising the collective rights
enumerated in Section 7. Thus, I believe it is clear that
(i) the NLRA creates no substantive right for employees
to insist on class-type treatment of non-NLRA claims;’
(i1) a class-waiver agreement pertaining to non-NLRA

% I agree that non-NLRA claims can give rise to “concerted” activi-
ties engaged in by two or more employees for the “purpose” of “mutual
aid or protection,” which would come within the protection of NLRA
Sec. 7. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 23-25 (Member Miscimarra,
dissenting in part). However, the existence or absence of Sec. 7 protec-
tion does not depend on whether non-NLRA claims are pursued as a
class or collective action, but on whether Sec. 7’s statutory require-
ments are met—an issue separate and distinct from whether an individ-
ual employee chooses to pursue a claim as a class or collective action.
Id.; see also Beyoglu, 362 NLRB No. 152, slip op. at 4-5 (2015)
(Member Miscimarra, dissenting).

> Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 30-34 (Member Miscimarra, dis-
senting in part). Sec. 9(a) states: “Representatives designated or se-
lected for the purposes of collective bargaining by the majority of the
employees in a unit appropriate for such purposes, shall be the exclu-
sive representatives of all the employees in such unit for the purposes
of collective bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of
employment, or other conditions of employment: Provided, That any
individual employee or a group of employees shall have the right at any
time to present grievances to their employer and to have such griev-
ances adjusted, without the intervention of the bargaining representa-
tive, as long as the adjustment is not inconsistent with the terms of a
collective-bargaining contract or agreement then in effect: Provided
further, That the bargaining representative has been given opportunity
to be present at such adjustment” (emphasis added). The Act’s legisla-
tive history shows that Congress intended to preserve every individual
employee’s right to “adjust” any employment-related dispute with his
or her employer. See Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 31-32 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part).

* When courts have jurisdiction over non-NLRA claims that are po-
tentially subject to class treatment, the availability of class-type proce-
dures does not rise to the level of a substantive right. See D. R. Horton,
Inc. v. NLRB, 737 F.3d 344, 362 (5th Cir. 2013) (“The use of class
action procedures . . . is not a substantive right.”) (citations omitted),
petition for rehearing en banc denied No. 12-60031 (5th Cir. 2014);
Deposit Guaranty National Bank v. Roper, 445 U.S. 326, 332 (1980)
(“[T]he right of a litigant to employ Rule 23 is a procedural right only,
ancillary to the litigation of substantive claims.”).
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claims does not infringe on any NLRA rights or obliga-
tions, which has prompted the overwhelming majority of
courts to reject the Board’s position regarding class-
waiver agreements;’ and (iii) enforcement of a class-
action waiver as part of an arbitration agreement is also
warranted by the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA).® Alt-
hough questions may arise regarding the enforceability
of particular agreements that waive class or collective
litigation of non-NLRA claims, I believe these questions
are exclusively within the province of the court or other
tribunal that, unlike the NLRB, has jurisdiction over such
claims.

Because I believe the Respondent’s Agreement was
lawful under the NLRA, I would find it was similarly
lawful for the Respondent to file motions in federal court
seeking to enforce the Agreement. It is relevant that the
federal courts that had jurisdiction over the non-NLRA
claims granted the Respondent’s motions to compel arbi-
tration. That the Respondent’s motions were reasonably
based is also supported by court decisions that have en-
forced similar agreements.” As the Fifth Circuit recently
observed after rejecting (for the second time) the Board’s
position regarding the legality of class-waiver agree-
ments: “[I]t is a bit bold for [the Board] to hold that an
employer who followed the reasoning of our D. R. Hor-

* The Fifth Circuit has repeatedly denied enforcement of Board or-
ders invalidating a mandatory arbitration agreement that waived class-
type treatment of non-NLRA claims. See, e.g., Murphy Oil, Inc., USA
v. NLRB, above; D. R. Horton, Inc. v. NLRB, above. The overwhelm-
ing majority of courts considering the Board’s position have likewise
rejected it. See Murphy Oil, 361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part); id., slip op. at 36 fn. 5 (Member John-
son, dissenting) (collecting cases); see also Patterson v. Raymours
Furniture Co., Inc., 96 F. Supp. 3d 71 (S.D.N.Y. 2015); Nanavati v.
Adecco USA, Inc., 99 F. Supp. 3d 1072 (N.D. Cal. 2015), motion to
certify for interlocutory appeal denied 2015 WL 4035072 (N.D. Cal.
June 30, 2015); Brown v. Citicorp Credit Services, Inc., No. 1:12-cv-
00062-BLW, 2015 WL 1401604 (D. Idaho Mar. 25, 2015) (granting
reconsideration of prior determination that class waiver in arbitration
agreement violated NLRA); but see Totten v. Kellogg Brown & Root,
LLC, No. ED CV 14-1766 DMG (DTBx), 2016 WL 316019 (C.D. Cal.
Jan. 22, 2016).

¢ Because my colleagues do not rely on the judge’s findings regard-
ing the FAA’s application to the Agreement, I do not address them
either. However, I disagree with my colleagues’ assertion that, assum-
ing the FAA applies here, finding an arbitration agreement that contains
a class-action waiver unlawful under the NLRA does not conflict with
the FAA. For the reasons expressed in my Murphy Oil partial dissent
and those thoroughly explained in former Member Johnson’s dissent in
Murphy Oil, the FAA requires that arbitration agreements be enforced
according to their terms. Murphy Oil, above, slip op. at 34 (Member
Miscimarra, dissenting in part); id., slip op. at 49-58 (Member Johnson,
dissenting).

7 See, e.g., Murphy Oil, Inc., USA v. NLRB, above; Johnmohammadi
v. Bloomingdale’s, 755 F.3d 1072 (9th Cir. 2014); D. R. Horton, Inc. v.
NLRB, above; Sutherland v. Ernst & Young LLP, 726 F.3d 290 (2d Cir.
2013); Owen v. Bristol Care, Inc., 702 F.3d 1050 (8th Cir. 2013).

ton decision had no basis in fact or law or an ‘illegal ob-
jective’ in doing so. The Board might want to strike a
more respectful balance between its views and those of
circuit courts reviewing its orders.” 1 also believe that
any Board finding of a violation based on the Respond-
ent’s meritorious federal court motions to compel arbitra-
tion would improperly risk infringing on the Respond-
ent’s rights under the First Amendment’s Petition Clause.
See Bill Johnson’s Restaurants v. NLRB, 461 U.S. 731
(1983); BE & K Construction Co. v. NLRB, 536 U.S. 516
(2002); see also my partial dissent in Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 33-35. Finally, for similar
reasons, I do not believe the Board can properly require
the Respondent to reimburse Ortiz, Fardig, or any other
plaintiffs for their attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
in the circumstances presented here. Murphy Oil, above,
361 NLRB No. 72, slip op. at 35.

2. Interference with NLRB Charge Filing. 1 disagree
with the judge’s finding and my colleagues’ conclusion
that the Agreement violates Section 8(a)(1) by interfering
with NLRB charge filing. The Agreement requires arbi-
tration of all employment-related disputes, including
those arising under the NLRA,’ but expressly states that
employees “are not giving up any substantive rights un-
der federal, state, or municipal law (including the right to

file claims with federal, state, or municipal government

agencies)” (emphasis added). The judge found that alt-
hough the Agreement does not preclude filing a charge
with an administrative agency, the Agreement is unlaw-
ful because it requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Act. However, for the reasons
stated in my separate opinion in Rose Group d/b/a Ap-
plebee’s Restaurant, 363 NLRB No. 75, slip op. at 3-5
(2015) (Member Miscimarra, concurring in part and dis-
senting in part), I believe that an agreement may lawfully
provide for the arbitration of NLRA claims, and such an
agreement does not unlawfully interfere with Board
charge filing, at least where the agreement expressly pre-
serves the right to file claims or charges with the Board
or, more generally, with administrative agencies. The
Agreement preserves this right.

8 Murphy Oil, Inc., USA v. NLRB, 808 F.3d at 1021.

° The Agreement requires that “any dispute, demand, claim, contro-
versy, cause of action or suit . . . that in any way arises out of, involves,
or relates to Employee’s employment . . . shall be submitted to and
settled by final and binding arbitration.” The only claims to which the
Agreement does not apply are “claims for benefits under unemploy-
ment compensation laws or workers’ compensation laws.”
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Accordingly, I respectfully dissent.
Dated, Washington, D.C. May 18, 2016

Philip A. Miscimarra, Member

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

APPENDIX A

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employees for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or coerce you in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

WE WILL reimburse Maribel Ortiz, Jeremy Fardig, and
any other plaintiffs for reasonable attorneys’ fees and
litigation expenses that they may have incurred in oppos-
ing our motions to dismiss their collective wage claims
and compel individual arbitration.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found
at www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the
QR code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of
the decision from the Executive Secretary, National La-
bor Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we
violated Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and
obey this notice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on
your behalf

Act together with other employees for your bene-
fit and protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected
activities.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment that our employees reasonably would believe bars
or restricts their right to file charges with the National
Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory ar-
bitration agreement that requires our employees, as a
condition of employment, to waive the right to maintain
class or collective actions in all forums, whether arbitral
or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere
with, restrain, or coerce you in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement
in all of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make
clear that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a
waiver of your right to maintain employment-related
joint, class, or collective actions in all forums, and that it
does not restrict your right to file charges with the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.
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WE WILL notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign or otherwise become bound to the
mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its forms that
the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or revised
and, if revised, WE WILL provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Board’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—-139745 or by using the QR
code below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the
decision from the Executive Secretary, National Labor
Relations Board, 1015 Half Street, S.E., Washington,
D.C. 20570, or by calling (202) 273-1940.

Yasmin Macariola, Esq., for the General Counsel.

Frank Birchfield, Esq., and Christopher C. Murray, Esq., for
the Respondent.

David Rosenfeld, Esq. for the Charging Party.

DECISION

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

ELEANOR LAWS, Administrative Law Judge. This case was
tried based on a joint motion and stipulation of facts I approved
on June 29, 2015. The charge in this proceeding was filed by
the Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize (the
Charging Party) on October 28, 2014, and a copy was served by
regular mail on Respondent, on October 29, 2014. The General
Counsel issued the original complaint on January 28, 2015, and
an amended complaint on April 9, 2015. Hobby Lobby, Inc.
(the Respondent or Company) filed timely answers denying all
material allegations and setting forth defenses.

On June 2, 2015, the General Counsel and the Respondent
filed a joint motion to submit a stipulated record to the Admin-
istrative Law Judge (Joint Motion). The Charging Party did not
join the Joint Motion. On June 3, I issued an order granting the
Charging Party until June 17, to file a response to the Joint
Motions, including any objections to it. On June 17, the Charg-
ing Party filed objections to the Joint Motion, and the General
Counsel and the Respondent, replied to the objections, respec-
tively, on June 23 and 24. I issued an order granting the Joint
Motion over the Charging Party’s objections on June 29."

! The June 3, 2015, order is hereby admitted into the record as ad-
ministrative law judge (ALJ) Exh. I, the Charging Party’s June 17

The following issues are presented:

1. Whether the Respondent’s Mandatory Arbitration Agree-
ment (MAA) and related policies maintained by the Respond-
ent, which requires employees, as a condition of employment,
to waive their right to resolution of employment- related dis-
putes by collective or class action violates Section 8(a)(l) of
the National Labor Relations Act (the Act).

2. Whether the MAA maintained by the Respondent would
reasonably be read by employees to prohibit them from filing
unfair labor practice charges with the Board in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.

3. Whether the Respondent’s enforcement of the MAA
through its motions to compel arbitration in Jeremy Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVS-AN,
U.S.D.C., Central District of California; and Ortiz v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD, U.S.D.C.,
Eastern District Court of California, violates Section 8(a)( 1)
of the Act.

On the entire record, including my observation of the de-
meanor of the witnesses, and after considering the briefs filed
by the General Counsel, the Respondent, and the Charging
Party, I make the following

FINDINGS OF FACT

I. JURISDICTION

At all material times, the Respondent, an Oklahoma corpora-
tion with several stores throughout the State of California, in-
cluding one in Sacramento, California, has been engaged in
business as a retailer specializing in arts, crafts, hobbies, home
decor, holiday, and seasonal products. The parties admit, and I
find, that at all material times, Respondent has been an employ-
er engaged in commerce within the meaning of Section 2(2),
(6) and (7) of the Act.

II. FACTS

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby, is a national retailer of arts,
crafts, hobby supplies, home accents, holiday, and seasonal
products. It operates approximately 660 stores in 47 states.

The Respondent employs individuals in various job titles in-
cluding but not limited to the following: office clericals; securi-
ty staff; cashiers; stockers; floral designers; picture framers;
media buyers; craft designers; graphic & web designers; pro-
duction artists; video tutorial hosts; leave assistants; production
quality and compliance assistants; construction warehouse
workers; customer service representatives; industrial engineers;
inventory control specialists; maintenance technicians; pack-

response is admitted as ALJ Exh. 2, the General Counsel’s June 23
reply is admitted as ALJ Exh.t 3, and the Respondent’s June 24 reply is
admitted as ALJ Exh. 4. The following abbreviations are used for cita-
tions in this decision: “Jt. Mot.” for the General Counsel and Respond-
ent’s joint motion; “Jt. Exh.” for the exhibits attached to the joint mo-
tion; “GC Br.” for the General Counsel’s brief, “R Br.” for the Re-
spondents’ brief; and “CP Br.” for the Charging Party’s brief. Alt-
hough I have included several citations to the record to highlight par-
ticular exhibits, I emphasize that my findings and conclusions are based
not solely on the evidence specifically cited, but rather are based my
review and consideration of the entire record.
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ers/order pullers; photo editors; truck-trailer technicians; truck-
trailer technician trainees; social media writers; sales and use
tax accountants; and team truck drivers who transport Re-
spondent’s products across state lines. (Jt. Mot. § 4(a) &
4(b).)

Upon commencing employment, all employees receive a
copy of the Respondent’s employee handbook. There are two
different versions of the employee handbook—one for employ-
ees in California and one for employees outside of California.
Employees must sign in receipt of the handbook and agree to be
bound by its terms. The version applicable to employees in
California states™

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have received a
copy of the Company’s California Employee Handbook
(“Employee  Handbook™). I understand this Employee
Handbook contains important information on the Company’s
policies, procedures, and rules. It also contains my obliga-
tions as an employee.

I understand that this Employee Handbook replaces and su-
persedes any and all previous employee handbooks that I may
have received, or agreements or promises made by any repre-
sentative of the Company other than a Corporate Officer prior
to the date of my signature below, and that I cannot rely upon
any promises or representations made to me by anyone con-
cerning the terms and conditions of my employment that are
contrary to or inconsistent with this Employee Handbook, or
any subsequent written modifications or revisions to this Em-
ployee Handbook posted on the Company’s Employee Infor-
mation Boards.

I understand that my employment with the Company is condi-
tioned upon the contents of this Employee Handbook. I fur-
ther understand that, with the exception of the Submission of
Disputes to Binding Arbitration section of this Employee
Handbook and the Mutual Arbitration Agreement, the Com-
pany may alter, change, amend, rescind, or add to any poli-
cies, procedures, or rules set forth in this Employee Handbook
from time to time with or without prior notice. I further under-
stand that the Company will notify me of any material chang-
es to this Employee Handbook, and that, by continuing em-
ployment after being so notified of such changes, I
acknowledge, accept, and agree to such changes as a condi-
tion of my employment and continued employment.

I understand that the employment relationship between me
and the Company is at-will. I am employed on an at-will ba-
sis, as are all Company employees, and nothing to the contra-
ry stated anywhere in this Employee Handbook or by any
Company representative changes my or any employee’s at-
will status. T am free to resign at any time, for any reason, with
or without notice. Similarly, the Company is free to terminate
my employment at any time, for any reason, or for no reason
at all. I also understand that nothing in this Employee Hand-
book is to be construed as creating, whether by implication or
otherwise, any legal or contractual obligations or restrictions

? The acknowledgment of the handbook does not materially differ
for employees outside of California for purposes of this decision.

upon the Company’s ability to terminate me as an employee
at-will, for any reason at any time. Further, no person, other
than a Corporate Officer of the Company, may enter into any
written agreement amending this atwill employment policy or
otherwise alter the at-will employment status of any employ-
ee.

By my signature below, I acknowledge that I have read and
understand the provisions of this Employee Handbook and
agree to abide by all Company policies, procedures, practices,
and rules.

Since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has maintained
the MAA in its employee handbook. The MAA requires em-
ployees to waive resolution of employment-related disputes by
class, representative or collective action or other otherwise
jointly with any other person. Since at least April 28, 2014, the
Respondent has required all of its employees to enter into the
MAA in order to obtain and maintain employment with the
Respondent. (Jt. Mot. § 4(e) & §4(i).)

The MAA provides, in relevant part:

This Mutual Arbitration Agreement (“Agreement”), by and
between the undersigned employee (“Employee”) and the
Company, is made in consideration for the continued at-will
employment of Employee, the benefits and compensation
provided by Company to Employee, and Employee’s and
Company ‘s mutual agreement to arbitrate as provided in this
Agreement. Employee and Company hereby agree that any
dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of action, or suit
(collectively referred to as “Dispute”) that Employee may
have, at any time following the acceptance and execution of
this Agreement, with or against Company, its affiliates, sub-
sidiaries, officers, directors, agents, attorneys, representatives,
and/or other employees, that in any way arises out of, in-
volves, or relates to Employee’s employment with Company
or the separation of Employee’s employment with Company
(including without limitation, all Disputes involving wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, . . . sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all Dis-
putes involving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers’ compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the opposition of
harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute in tort or contract), shall be submitted to and
settled by final and binding arbitration in the county and state
in which Employee is or was employed. Such arbitration shall
be conducted pursuant to the American Arbitration Associa-
tion’s National Rules for the Resolution of Employment Dis-
putes or the Institute for Christian Conciliation’s Rules of
Procedure for Christian Conciliation, then in effect, before an
arbitrator licensed to practice law in the state in which Em-
ployee is or was employed and who is experienced with em-
ployment law. . . . The parties agree that all Disputes contem-
plated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated with Employee
and Company as the only parties to the arbitration, and that no
Dispute contemplated in this Agreement shall be arbitrated, or
litigated in a court of law, as part of a class action, collective
action, or otherwise jointly with any third party. Prior to sub-
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mitting a Dispute to arbitration, the aggrieved party shall first
attempt to resolve the Dispute by notifying the other party in
writing of the Dispute. If the other party does not respond to
and resolve the Dispute within 10 days of receipt of the writ-
ten notification, the aggrieved party then may proceed to arbi-
tration. The parties agree that the decision of the arbitrator
shall be final and binding. Judgment on any award rendered
by an arbitrator may be entered and enforced in any court
having jurisdiction thereof.

This Agreement between Employee and Company to arbitrate
all employment-related Disputes includes, but is not limited
to, all Disputes under or involving Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Acts of 1866 and 1991,
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, the Americans
with Disabilities Act, the Family and Medical Leave Act, the
Fair Labor Standards Act, the Equal Pay Act, the Fair Credit
Act, the Employee Retirement Income Security Act, and all
other federal, state, and municipal statutes, regulations, codes,
ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regulate,
govern, cover, or relate to equal employment, wrongful ter-
mination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of pri-
vacy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious prosecu-
tion, defamation, negligence, personal injury, pain and suffer-
ing, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fiduciary
duty, sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination
based on any class protected by federal, state or municipal
law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
compensation, family or medical leave, health and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute in
tort or contract. This Agreement shall not apply to claims for
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation laws.

By agreeing to arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substantive rights
under federal, state, or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state; or municipal government agen-
cies). Rather, Employee and Company are mutually agreeing
to submit all Disputes contemplated in this Agreement to arbi-
tration, rather than to a court. Company shall bear the admin-
istrative costs and fees assessed by the arbitration provider se-
lected by Employee: either the American Arbitration Associa-
tion or the Institute for Christian Conciliation. Company shall
be solely responsible for paying the arbitrator’s fee. Except
for those Disputes involving statutory rights under which the
applicable statute may provide for an award of costs and at-
torney’s fees, each party to the arbitration shall be solely re-
sponsible for its own costs and attorney’s fees, if any, relating
to any Dispute and/or arbitration. Should any party institute
any action in a court of law or equity against the other party
with respect to any Dispute required to be arbitrated under this
Agreement, the responding party shall be entitled to recover
from the initiating party all costs, expenses, and attorney fees
incurred to enforce this Agreement and compel arbitration,
and all other damages resulting from or incurred as a result of
such court action.

Every individual who works for Company must have signed
and returned to his/her supervisor this Agreement to be eligi-
ble for employment and continued employment with Compa-
ny. Further, Employee’s employment or continued employ-
ment will evidence Employee’s acceptance of this Agree-
ment. Employee acknowledges and agrees that Company is
engaged in transactions involving interstate commerce, that
this Agreement evidences a transaction involving commerce,
and that this Agreement is subject to the Federal Arbitration
Act. If any specific provision of this Agreement is invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain
binding and enforceable. This Agreement constitutes the en-
tire mutual agreement to arbitrate between Employee and
Company and supersedes any and all prior or contemporane-
ous oral or written agreements or understandings regarding
the arbitration of employment-related Disputes. This Agree-
ment is not, and shall not be construed to create, a contract of
employment, express or implied, and shall not alter Employ-
ee’s at-will employment status.

Employee and Company acknowledge that they have read
this Mutual Arbitration Agreement, are giving up any right
they might have at any point to sue each other, are waiving
any right to a jury trial, and are knowingly and voluntarily
consenting to all terms and conditions set forth in this Agree-
ment.

(Jt. Exhs. I, J.) The MAA is also part of the application for
employment with the Respondent. (Jt. Exhs. K, L.) It has its
own signature requirement. The signed MAA is included in
each new employee’s “new employee packet” and is filed in the
employee’s personnel file. (Jt. Exhs. M—X.) During the period
of December 18, 2010 to December 18, 2014, Respondent hired
approximately 65,880 employees and re-hired approximately
6,324 employees for a total of approximately 72,204 recipients
of the MAA. (Jt. Mot.  4(h).)

On December 3, 2013, the Respondent filed a motion in the
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Califor-
nia to dismiss individual and representative wage-related claims
a former employee had filed against it under California law, in
Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD
(E.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. Y; Jt. Mot. q5.) The Respondent moved,
in the alternative, pursuant to the Federal Arbitration Act
(FAA), to compel individual arbitration of plaintiff’s claims
under the MAA the plaintiff had signed when she began her
employment. (Jt. Exh. Y.)

On April 17, 2014, the Respondent filed a motion seeking to
dismiss a putative class action lawsuit filed by multiple em-
ployees alleging wage and hour claims against it under Califor-
nia law in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-
JVSAN (C.D. Cal.). (Jt. Exh. Z; Jt. Mot. 9§ 5.) In the alternative,
pursuant to FAA, the Respondent moved to compel individual
arbitration under the MAAs signed by each named plaintiff.
(Joint Ex. 2Z.) On June 13, 2014, the U.S. District Court for
the Central District of California granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel individual arbitration under the MAA.
Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores Inc., 2014 WL 2810025 (C.D.
Cal. June 13, 2014). The Fardig court rejected the plaintiffs’
arguments that the MAA was unenforceable under California
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law and under the National Labor Relations Act pursuant to the
Board’s decision in D. R. Horton, Inc., 357 NLRB 2277 (2012),
enf. granted in part and denied in part, 737 F.3d 344 (5th Cir.
2013).

On October 1, 2014, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of California in the Ortiz case granted the Respondent’s
motion to compel individual arbitration under the MAA. Ortiz
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 52 F.Supp. 3d 1070 (E.D. Cal.
2015). The court considered the Board’s decision in D. R. Hor-
ton, and concluded its reasoning conflicted with the FAA and
the Supreme Court’s decision in AT&T Mobility LLC v. Con-
cepcion, 131 S.Ct. 1740 (2011).

III. DECISION AND ANALYSIS

A. The MAA’s Prohibition on Class and Collective
Legal Claims

Complaint paragraphs 4(a), (c), (d), and 5 allege that, at all
material times since at least April 28, 2014, the Respondent has
maintained the MAA, which requires employees to waive their
right to resolution of employment-related disputes by collective
or class action, as a condition of employment, in violation of
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act.

Under Section 8(a)(1), it is an unfair labor practice for an
employer to interfere with, restrain, or coerce employees in the
exercise of the rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. The
rights guaranteed in Section 7 include the right “to form, join or
assist labor organizations, to bargain collectively through repre-
sentatives of their own choosing, and to engage in other con-
certed activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or
other mutual aid or protection . ..”

1. Application of D. R. Horton and Murphy Oil

When evaluating whether a rule, including a mandatory arbi-
tration agreement, violates Section 8(a)(1), the Board applies
the test set forth in Lutheran Heritage Village-Livonia, 343
NLRB 646 (2004).*> See U-Haul Co. of California, 347 NLRB
375, 377 (2006), enfd. 255 Fed.Appx. 527 (D.C. Cir. 2007); D.
R. Horton, supra. Under Lutheran Heritage, the first inquiry is
whether the rule explicitly restricts activities protected by Sec-
tion 7. If it does, the rule is unlawful. If it does not, “the viola-
tion is dependent upon a showing of one of the following: (1)
employees would reasonably construe the language to prohibit
Section 7 activity; (2) the rule was promulgated in response to
union activity; or (3) the rule has been applied to restrict the
exercise of Section 7 rights.” Lutheran Heritage at 647.

Because the MAA explicitly prohibits employees from pur-
suing employment-related claims on a class or collective basis,
I find it violates Section 8(a)(1). The right to pursue concerted
legal action, including class complaints, addressing wages,
hours, and working conditions falls within Section 7’s protec-
tions. See, e.g., Murphy Oil USA, Inc., 361 NLRB No. 72
(2014); D. R. Horton, supra;4 see also Eastex, Inc. v. NLRB,

* The Charging Party argues that Lutheran Heritage should be over-
ruled. Any arguments regarding the legal integrity of Board precedent,
however, are properly addressed to the Board.

* The Board in Murphy Oil reexamined D. R. Horton, and deter-
mined that its reasoning and results were correct.

437 U.S. 556, 566 (1978)(Section 7 protects employee efforts
seeking “to improve working conditions through resort to ad-
ministrative and judicial forums; Spandsco Oil & Royalty Co.,
42 NLRB 942, 948-949 (1942); Salt River Valley Water Users
Assn., 99 NLRB 849, 853-854 (1952), enfd. 206 F.2d 325 (9th
Cir. 1953); Brady v. National Football League, 644 F.3d 661,
673 (8th Cir. 2011) (“lawsuit filed in good faith by a group of
employees to achieve more favorable terms or conditions of
employment is ‘concerted activity’ under §7 of the National
Labor Relations Act.”); Trinity Trucking & Materials Corp. v.
NLRB, 567 F.2d 391 (7th Cir. 1977) (mem. disp.), cert. denied,
438 U.S. 914 (1978). Accordingly, an employer rule or policy
that interferes with such actions violates Section 8(a)(1). D. R.
Horton, supra.; Murphy Oil, supra; See also Chesapeake Ener-
gy Corp., 362 NLRB No. 80 (2015); Cellular Sales of Missouri,
362 NLRB No. 27 (2015); The Neiman Marcus Group, Inc.,
362 NLRB No. 157 (2015); Countrywide Financial Corp., 362
NLRB No. 165 (2015); PJ Cheese Inc., 362 NLRB No. 177
(2015); Leslie’s Pool Mart, Inc., 362 NLRB No. 184 (2015);
On Assignment Staffing Services, 362 NLRB No. 189 (2015).

The Respondent propounds numerous arguments as to why
D. R. Horton and its progeny should be overturned.’ (R Br. 6—
48.) T am, however, required to follow Board precedent, unless
and until it is overruled by the United States Supreme Court.’
See Gas Spring Co., 296 NLRB 84, 97 (1989) (citing, inter alia,
Insurance Agents International Union, 119 NLRB 768 (1957),
revd. 260 F.2d 736 (D.C. Cir. 1958), affd. 361 U.S. 477
(1960)), enfd. 908 F.2d 966 (4th Cir. 1990), cert. denied 498
U.S. 1084 (1991). Applying the above-cited Board precedent, I
find the MAA violates Section 8(a)(1).

Though the Board has made its ruling on the issue clear, I
will address the Respondent’s arguments that have not been as
fully covered by previous decisions. The Respondent contends
that a class action waiver does not abridge employees’ right to
seek class certification to any greater extent than an employer’s
filing an opposition to an employee’s motion for class certifica-
tion. Of course it does; the former precludes the right, the latter
responds to it. And it is apparent the waiver gives the opposi-
tion teeth. The Respondent then adds the element of success to
the employer’s motion to secure its argument. Success of the
employer’s motion cannot be presumed, however. The Re-
spondent’s argument thus fails.

Deference and the Federal Arbitration Act, 128 Harv. L. Rev. 907
(January 12, 2015), provides a well-reasoned explanation as to why the
Board’s conclusion that collective and class litigation is protected Sec-
tion 7 activity should be accorded deference by the courts.

3 Many of these arguments are in line with the dissents in D. R. Hor-
ton and Murphy Oil. Numerous Board and ALJ decisions have ad-
dressed the specific arguments raised by the Respondent and there is
nothing I can add in this decision that has not already been addressed
repeatedly.

® The Respondent contends that, because the Board did not petition
for a writ of certiorari to challenge the Fifth Circuit’s rejection of the
relevant part of D. R Horton, and because that decision rests primarily
on interpretation of a statute other than the NLRA, I should not be
constrained by Board precedent. No authority was cited for this con-
tention, however, and I therefore decline to stray from the Board’s
established caselaw on this point.
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The Respondent also contends that the Board’s decisions
stand for the proposition that employees have the right to have
certification decisions heard on their merits. The Board has
made no such holding or suggestion. If, by way of the example
cited in the Respondent’s brief, the class representative misses
a filing deadline, nothing in any of the Board’s cases suggests a
court must nonetheless decide class certification on the merits.

As to the Respondent’s assertion that there is no basis in the
NLRA, the Federal Rules, or case law for D .R. Horton's pre-
sumption that class procedures were created to serve any con-
cerns or purposes under the NLRA, the Board has not relied on
such concerns or purposes. Two employees who together file
charges with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) about racial harassment are engaged in concerted ac-
tivity about their working conditions, though the EEOC’s
charge processing procedures were certainly not created to
serve any concerns or purposes under the NLRA. The EEOC’s
procedures, like class procedures in court, are one of many
avenues available for concerted legal activity, regardless of the
purposes those procedures were intended to serve.

The Respondent next appears to be arguing that employees
can, albeit in vain, file putative class action lawsuits despite the
MAA, suffer no adverse consequences for it, and therefore the
MAA does not infringe on their rights. There need not be ad-
verse consequences for non-adherence to the MAA for it to
violate the Act. Moreover, the MAA on its face spells out ad-
verse consequences for filing putative class actions. The MAA
states, in relevant part:

Should any party institute any action in a court of law or equi-
ty against the other party with respect to any Dispute required
to be arbitrated under this Agreement, the responding party
shall be entitled to recover from the initiating party all costs,
expenses, and attorney fees incurred to enforce this Agree-
ment and compel arbitration, and all other damages resulting
from or incurred as a result of such court action.

Thus, in addition to breaking an agreement with the employer
not to sue as an express condition of continued employment, an
employee who files a putative class action may be assessed
with fees and damages.

The Respondent also contends that the Board in D. R. Hor-
ton misinterpreted the Norris-LaGuardia Act (NGLA) when
determining it prohibits the enforcement of agreements like the
FAA. The Board recently reaffirmed its position that the FAA
must yield to the NLGA, stating

The Board has previously explained why “even if there were
a direct conflict between the NLRA and the FAA, the Norris-
LaGuardia Act . . . indicates that the FAA would have to yield
insofar as necessary to accommodate Section 7 rights.” An
arbitration agreement between an individual employee and an
employer that completely precludes the employee from en-
gaging in concerted legal activity clearly conflicts with the
express federal policy declared in the Norris-LaGuardia Act.
That conflict in no way depends on whether the agreement is
properly characterized as a condition of employment. By its
plain terms, the Norris-LaGuardia Act sweepingly condemns
“[aJny undertaking or promise . . . in conflict with the public
policy declared” in the statute: insuring that the “individual

unorganized worker” is “free from the interference, restraint,
or coercion of employers . . . in . . . concerted activities for the
purpose of . . . mutual aid or protection,” including “[b]y all
lawful means aiding any person participating or interested in
any labor dispute who . . . is prosecuting, any action or suit in
any court of the United States or any state.”

On Assignment Staffing Services, supra, slip op. at 10 (Empha-
sis in original, internal citations and footnotes omitted. )

2. The MAA as an employment contract

The Charging Party also asserts that the FAA does not apply
because there is no employment contract, citing to the Supreme
Court’s decisions in Circuit City Stores Inc. v. Adams, 532 U.S.
105, 113-114 (2001), Buckeye Check Cashing, Inc. v.
Cardegna, 546 U.S. 440, 445 (2006), and Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v. Dobson, 513 U.S. 265, 277 (1995).
7 The Charging Party points out that the MAA itself states,
“[t]his Agreement is not, and shall not be construed to create, a
contract of employment, express or implied, and shall not alter
Employee’s at-will employment status.” The employees’ at-
will status is also set forth in the introductory paragraph of the
employee handbook. (Jt. Exh. I p. 5;Jt. Exh. J p. 5.)

The Charging Party notes that the Respondent has not of-
fered evidence or argument that a contract of employment has
been created by virtue of the MAA in any of the states where it
operates. Resolution of this issue would involve delving into
each state’s body of contract law.® Because it is not required to
support my conclusion herein that the MAA violates Section
8(a)(1), I decline to undertake this enormous task, the legal
aspects of which none of the parties have addressed in their
briefs.

” The Charging Party also asserts that MAA, when coupled with the
Respondent’s confidentiality policy, solicitation policy, loitering poli-
cy, email usage policy, computer usage policy, and/or return of compa-
ny property policy, provide other bases for finding it unlawful. I agree
that these policies, when viewed in conjunction with the MAA, act as
further barriers to employees discussing their arbitrations under the
MAA and/or garnering support from fellow employees. The complaint,
however, does not allege that any policy other than the MAA violates
the Act, and therefore my conclusions are limited to the MAA. See
Penntech Papers, 263 NLRB 264, 265 (1982); Kimtruss Corp., 305
NLRB 710, 711 (1991).

The Charging Party sets forth numerous other arguments, including
the FAA’s impact on other federal and state statutes, the rights of
workers to organize under the Religious Freedom Restoration Act
(RFRA), and the effect of the MAA on union representation. I have
considered each argument in the Charging Party’s brief. Because this
case can be decided by applying the Board precedent discussed above, 1
do not address all of the Charging Party’s arguments.

¥ For example, under Minnesota law, the disclaimer language in the
MAA may negate the existence of a contract. See Kulkay v. Allied
Central Stores, Inc., 398 N.W.2d 573, 578 (Minn.Ct.App.1986). By
contrast, in Circuit City, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
determined the dispute resolution agreement at issue, with disclaimer
language almost identical to the agreement at issue here, was an “em-
ployment contract.” Circuit City Stores, Inc. v. Adams, 194 F.3d 1070
(1999); See also Ashbey v. Archstone Property Management, Inc.,
2015 WL 2193178 (9th Cir. 2015).
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3. The MAAs and commerce

The Charging Party argues that there is no evidence the indi-
vidual MAAs with the Respondent’s employees affect com-
merce, and asserts that the activity of arbitration does not affect
interstate commerce. This raises the fundamental question of
what, in fact, is the “transaction involving commerce” the
MAA evidences to bring it within the FAA’s reach?

The FAA, at 9 USC § 2, applies to a “written provision in
any maritime transaction or a contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce to settle by arbitration a controversy
thereafter arising out of such contract or transaction . . .” Spe-
cifically excluded, however, are “contracts of employment of
seamen, railroad employees, or any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or interstate commerce.” 9 USC § 1. The
Supreme Court in Circuit City interpreted this exclusionary
provision, “any other class of workers engaged in foreign or
interstate commerce,” narrowly, and held it applied only to
workers actually working in commercial industries similar to
seamen and railroad employees. Relying on Allied-Bruce
Terminix Companies, Inc. v. Dobson, 513 U.S. 265 (1995),” the
Court in Circuit City interpreted Section 2’s inclusion provi-
sion, a “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce,” broadly, finding it was not limited to transactions simi-
lar to maritime transactions.'® In line with these interpretations,
most contracts of employment fall within the FAA’s reach,
regardless of whether the employees themselves are involved in
any traditionally-defined commercial transactions as part of
their work.

In Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, the Supreme Court exam-
ined the phrase “evidencing a transaction” involving commerce
and determined that “the transaction (that the contract ‘evi-
dences’) must turn out, in fact . . . [to] have involved interstate
commerce[.]” (emphasis in original). A prior Supreme Court
case, Bernhardt v. Polygraphic Co. of America, 350 U.S. 198
(1956), that like Circuit City and Allied-Bruce Terminix inter-

® The Court in Allied-Bruce found that the term “involving” was the
same as “affecting” and that the phrase “‘affecting commerce’ normally
signals Congress’ intent to exercise its Commerce Clause powers to the
full.” 513 U.S. at 273-275.

' Though I am bound by the majority’s decision in Circuit City, 1
find the dissenting opinions, and in particular Justice Souter’s explana-
tion of why the Court’s “parsimonious construction of § 1 of the . . .
FAA . .. 1is not consistent with its expansive reading of § 2,” more
sound and compelling. Presumably the result of adherence to prece-
dent, the phrase “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce” is not seen as a residual phrase following the specific category
of maritime transactions in § 2, but the phrase “any other class of work-
ers engaged in foreign or interstate commerce” is seen as a residual
phrase following the specific categories of seamen and railroad em-
ployees in § 1. This distinction supplied the Court’s rationale for ap-
plying the maxim ejusdem generis to “any other class of workers en-
gaged in foreign or interstate commerce” to support its finding that
employment contracts are covered by the FAA. “Maritime transac-
tions” is defined in § 1 by way of listing various transactional contracts,
such as charter parties, bills of lading, and agreements relating to sup-
plies and vessels. Applying ejusdem generis, the expansive definition
given to the phrase “contract evidencing a transaction involving com-
merce,” fails to give independent meaning to the term “maritime trans-
action.”

preted the words “involving commerce” as broadly as the
words “affecting commerce,”'! involved an employment con-
tract between Polygraphic Co., an employer engaged in inter-
state commerce, and Norman Bernhardt, the superintendent of
Polygraphic Co.’s Vermont plant. The employment contract at
issue contained a provision that in case of any dispute, the par-
ties would submit the matter to arbitration by the American
Arbitration Association.

The Supreme Court found the FAA did not apply because
the company did not show that the employee, “while perform-
ing his duties under the employment contract was working ‘in’
commerce, was producing goods for commerce, or was engag-
ing in activity that affected commerce, within the meaning of
our decisions.”"?

" Allied-Bruce Terminix, supra, at 277.

"2 The agreement provided for the employment of Bernhardt as the
superintendent of Polygraphic Co.’s lithograph plant in Vermont. Its
terms stated:

“Subject to the general supervision and pursuant to the orders, ad-
vice and direction of the Employer, Employee shall have charge of and
be responsible for the operation of said lithographic plant in North
Bennington, shall perform such other duties as are customarily per-
formed by one holding such position in other, same or similar business-
es or enterprises as that engaged in by the Employer, and shall also
additionally render such other and unrelated services and duties as may
be assigned to him from time to time by Employer.

“Employer shall pay Employee and Employee agrees to accept from
Employer, in full payment for Employee’s services hereunder, compen-
sation at the rate of $15,000.00 per annum, payable twice a month on
the 15th and Ist days of each month during which this agreement shall
be in force; the compensation for the period commencing August 1,
1952 through August 15, 1952 shall be payable on August 15, 1952. In
addition to the foregoing, Employer agrees that it will reimburse Em-
ployee for any and all necessary, customary and usual expenses in-
curred by him while traveling for and on behalf of the Employer pursu-
ant to Employer’s directions.

“It is expressly understood and agreed that Employee shall not be
entitled to any additional compensation by reason of any service which
he may perform as a member of any managing committee of Employer,
or in the event that he shall at any time be elected an officer or director
of Employer.

“The parties hereto do agree that any differences, claim or matter in
dispute arising between them out of this agreement or connected here-
with shall be submitted by them to arbitration by the American Arbitra-
tion Association, or its successor and that the determination of said
American Arbitration Association or its successors, or of any arbitrators
designated by said Association, on such matter shall be final and abso-
lute. The said arbitrator shall be governed by the duly promulgated
rules and regulations of the American Arbitration Association, or it its
successor, and the pertinent provisions of the Civil Practice Act of the
State of New York relating to arbitrations [section 1448 et seq.]. The
decision of the arbitrator may be entered as a judgment in any court of
the State of New York or elsewhere.

“The parties hereto do hereby stipulate and agree that it is their in-
tention and covenant that this agreement and performance hereunder
and all suits and special proceedings hereunder be construed in accord-
ance with and under and pursuant to the laws of the State of New York
and that in any action special proceedings or other proceeding that may
be brought arising out of, in connection with or by reason of this
agreement, the laws of the State of New York shall be applicable and
shall govern to the exclusion of the law of any other forum, without
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Here, the contract at issue is the MAA." There is no other
employment contract implicated in the complaint or the an-
swer.'* By virtue of the MAA, the employee and employer
have transacted an agreement to resolve employment disputes
through arbitration. What is analytically more difficult about
the MAA and similar agreements, when compared with most
contracts, is that the arbitration agreement itself is part of the
consideration for the transaction. The agreement here states
that the “Mutual Arbitration Agreement . . . is made in consid-
eration for the continued at-will employment of the Employee,
the benefits and compensation provided by Company to Em-
ployee, and Employee’s and Company’s mutual agreement to
arbitrate as provided in this Agreement.””® (Jt. Exh. I p. 55; Jt.
Exh. J p. 56.) Generally, when a contract is involved, the arbi-
tration agreement is a means to solve a contract dispute, and the
terms of the agreement spell out independent consideration.
For example, in Allied-Bruce Terminix, consideration for the
termite bond at issue was money. In Buckeye Check Cashing,
individuals entered into “various deferred-payment transactions
with . . . Buckeye . .. in which they received cash in exchange
for a personal check in the amount of the cash plus a finance
charge.” 546 U.S. at 440. In Gilmer v. Interstate/Johnson Lane
Corp., 500 U.S. 20 (1991), the arbitration agreement was part
of an application to register with the New York Stock Ex-
change. In none of these cases was the agreement to arbitrate
itself consideration in the “contract evidencing a transaction
involving commerce.”

The MAA’s terms, including the “consideration” of the indi-
vidual arbitral process, are not implicated until there is an em-
ployment dispute. In other words, an employment dispute is a
condition precedent to performance under the MAA. In typical
transactions, a dispute is not necessary for the terms of the
agreement to be exercised. For example, in Buckeye, the check
cashing company provided cash to the individuals as considera-
tion for the individuals signing over their checks and paying a
fee. These transactions could play out indefinitely without the

regard to the jurisdiction in which any action or special proceeding may
be instituted.” 218 F.2d 948, 949-950 (2d Cir. 1955).

1 have not been asked to decide whether the entire employee
handbook is a contract, and make no findings on this point.

There is no evidence here of any contract setting forth payment, du-
ties, etc. of the various employees’ jobs, as in Bernhardt. This renders
the interpretation in this decision narrower than in Bernhardt because 1
am not looking at a broader employment contract, with an agreement to
arbitrate disputes embedded in it, and whether that contract has been
breached based on the terms of that contract. Instead, I am looking at
whether any employment dispute covered by the contract, here the
MAA, evidences a transaction involving commerce.

' 1t strikes me as peculiar that the contract to arbitrate itself is the
contract at issue to determine applicability of the FAA, rather than an
external contract or agreement subject to an arbitration provision. In
most cases, the arbitration agreement would kick in if there was a dis-
pute as to performance under the terms of the agreement. Here, a dis-
pute regarding performance under the terms of the MAA would con-
cern whether the employee submitted a covered dispute to arbitration in
line with the MAA, or breached the agreement by filing a lawsuit in
court.

'3 Oddly, by this language the MAA is in part made in consideration
for itself.

arbitration agreement provision ever coming into play. If the
individuals in Buckeye performed their end of the bargain by
turning over their checks and the check cashing company sat
idle, a dispute would arise. Conversely, there would be no need
for the check cashing company to do anything if the individual
never presented it with a check to cash. Not so here, if the
employees’ work is part of the consideration. At all times prior
to the advent of a covered dispute and the invocation of a way
to resolve it, the employer is continuing to employ the employ-
ee and the employee is continuing to perform work for the em-
ployer. Continued employment triggers no duty on the em-
ployer or the employee with regard to the MAA.'® The em-
ployee deciding not to continue employment with the Respond-
ent, without more, likewise triggers no duty under the MAA. It
is difficult to see, therefore, how continued employment is part
of the “transaction” the MAA evidences.

Simply put, the MAA is a contract about how employment
disputes will be resolved. The “transactions” evidenced by the
MAA are agreements to arbitrate any and all employment dis-
putes. Yes, the MAA is a condition of employment, but its
topic is not the work the employees will perform or the condi-
tions under which they will perform it. An employer engaged
in interstate commerce could require employees, as a condition
of employment, to sign an agreement stating that they will sit
with their coworkers for lunchtime on Tuesdays.!” The topic of
this agreement is not the employee’s work duties or the em-
ployer’s business, but rather who the employees will eat lunch
with on Tuesdays. It certainly would seem a stretch to find that
this agreement would be a “maritime transaction or a contract
evidencing a transaction involving commerce.”

As noted above, the MAA applies to all employees. As the
Charging Party points out, some disputes covered by the MAA
with some of these employees would likely affect commerce,
and other minor disputes likely would not. Take the example
of a security worker who walks a block to work (not across
state lines) at the same Hobby Lobby store each day. It is hard
to see how an individual arbitration, required by the MAA,
about a disagreement over the timing of this security worker’s
lunch break evidences any transaction involving commerce.
The fact that the employer is engaged in interstate commerce
does not, in my view, render any individual agreement to arbi-
trate an employment dispute as a “contract evidencing a trans-
action involving commerce” because it is not the employer’s
business of producing and selling goods in interstate commerce
comprising the “transaction” evidenced by the MAA. To inter-
pret t}}g FAA this broadly would finally stretch it to its breaking
point.

' Moreover, as the Respondent asserts, employees who have filed
class and/or collective lawsuits have not been disciplined, much less
been terminated.

17 Of course, there would be a clause stating that any disputes over
this policy would be subject to arbitration.

'8 Many of the Supreme Court Justices, for example, believe the
FAA was stretched too far when the Court determined it applied to state
court claims. Southland Corp. v. Keating, 465 U.S. 1 (1984), Justice
O’Connor, joined by Justice Rehnquist, dissenting; See also Allied-
Bruce Terminex, supra., Justice O’Connor concurring ; Justice Scalia
dissenting; Justice Thomas, joined by Justice Scalia, dissenting. Others
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Even if the “transaction” the MAA contemplates is employ-
ment or continued employment under the MAA’s terms, the
individual agreements do not necessarily “evidence a transac-
tion involving commerce.” As in Bernhardt, not all of the Re-
spondent’s employees, while performing their duties, are “‘in’
commerce, . . . producing goods for commerce, or . .. engag-
ing in activity that affect[s] commerce . . ..”

Consideration of the Supreme Court’s decision in Citizens
Bank v. Alafabco, Inc., 539 U.S. 52 (2003), does not lead to a
different finding. In Citizen’s Bank, the Court stated, “Con-
gress” Commerce Clause power ‘may be exercised in individual
cases without showing any specific effect upon interstate com-
merce’ if in the aggregate the economic activity in question
would represent ‘a general practice . . . subject to federal con-
trol.”” 539 U.S. at 5657, quoting Mandeville Island Farms,
Inc. v. American Crystal Sugar Co., 334 U.S. 219, 236, (1948).
Citizens Bank and Alafabco, a fabrication and construction
company, entered into debt-restructuring agreements that con-
tained an agreement to arbitrate any disputes. The Court reject-
ed the argument that the individual transactions underlying the
agreements did not, taken alone, have a “substantial effect on
interstate commerce.” Id. at 56. First, the Court found that
Alafabco engaged in interstate commerce using loans from
Citizens Bank that were renegotiated and redocumented in the
debt-restructuring agreements. Second, the loans at issue were
secured by goods assembled out-of-state. Finally, the Court
relied upon the “broad impact of commercial lending on the
national economy [and] Congress’ power to regulate that activi-
ty pursuant to the Commerce Clause.” The arbitration agree-
ments between the Respondent and the individual employees in
this case do not fall within any of these rationales.

The Charging Party, pointing out that the FAA derives its au-
thority from the Commerce Clause, cites to National Federa-
tion of Independent Businesses v. Sebelius, 132 S.Ct. 2566
(2012). Sebelius discusses the Commerce Clause in relation to
Affordable Healthcare Act’s (ACA) provision requiring indi-
viduals to buy health insurance, commonly known as the indi-
vidual mandate. In describing the reach of the Commerce
Clause in Sebelius, the Court observed, “Our precedent also
reflects this understanding. As expansive as our cases constru-
ing the scope of the commerce power have been, they all have
one thing in common: They uniformly describe the power as
reaching ‘activity.”” The Court determined that the “activity”
at issue with regard to the individual mandate was the purchase
of healthcare insurance, and that under the Commerce Clause,
Congress was not empowered to regulate the failure to engage
in this activity. Under this analysis, the “activity” the MAA
concerns is resolution of employment disputes. For the reasons
described above, this “activity” does not necessarily affect in-
terstate commerce, particularly in cases where no dispute with
regard to employment under the MAA ever arises.

Based on the foregoing, I agree with the Charging Party that
the Respondent has made no showing that an arbitration agree-

believe it was stretched too far when it was held to apply to employ-
ment contracts. Circuit City, supra, Justice Stevens, joined by Justices
Ginsburg, Breyer, and Souter, dissenting; Justice Souter, joined by
Justices Stevens, Ginsburg and Breyer, dissenting.

ment between the Respondent and any of its individual em-
ployees affects commerce. "’

4. Team truckdrivers

The Charging Party further argues that team truck drivers
who transport the Respondent’s products across state lines are a
class of workers engaged in interstate commerce, and therefore
fall within FAA’s exception at 9 U.S.C. § 1. The Court in Cir-
cuit City held that “Section 1 exempts from the FAA only con-
tracts of employment of transportation workers.” The interstate
truck drivers are clearly transportation workers, a fact not dis-
puted by the Respondent, and therefore are exempt from the
FAA. Requiring the team truck drivers to sign and adhere to
the MAA therefore violates the Act, regardless of the Board’s
decisions in D. R. Horton and related cases.

B. Enforcement of the MAA

Complaint paragraphs 4(e) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by enforcing the MAA, as
detailed above.

It is well settled that an employer violates Section 8(a)(1) by
enforcing a rule that unlawfully restricts Section 7 rights. See,
e.g., NLRB v. Washington Aluminum Co., 370 U.S. 9, 16-17
(1962); Republic Aviation Corp. v. NLRB, 324 U.S. 793 (1945).

Here, it is undisputed that the Respondent enforced the MAA
by filing motions to compel individual arbitration in Fardig and
Ortiz, as detailed above. (Jt. Exhs. Y, Z). The Respondent con-
tends that the Board lacks authority to enjoin the Respondent’s
motions to compel because they are protected by the First
Amendment under Bill Johnson’s Restaurants, Inc. v. NLRB,
461 U.S. 731, 741 (1983), and BE&K Construction CO. v.
NLRB, 536 U.S. 516 (2002). I find that instant case falls within
the exception set forth in Bill Johnson’s at footnote 5, which
states in relevant part:

It should be kept in mind that what is involved here is an em-
ployer’s lawsuit that the federal law would not bar except for
its allegedly retaliatory motivation. We are not dealing with a
suit that is claimed to be beyond the jurisdiction of the state
courts because of federal-law preemption, or a suit that has an
objective that is illegal under federal law. Petitioner concedes
that the Board may enjoin these latter types of suits. . . . Nor
could it be successfully argued otherwise, for we have upheld
Board orders enjoining unions from prosecuting court suits
for enforcement of fines that could not lawfully be imposed
under the Act, see Granite State Joint Board, Textile Workers
Union, 187 N.L.R.B. 636, 637 (1970), enforcement denied,
446 F.2d 369 (CA1 1971), rev’d, 409 U.S. 213, 93 S.Ct. 385,
34 L.Ed.2d 422 (1972); Booster Lodge No. 405, Machinists &
Aerospace Workers, 185 N.L.R.B. 380, 383 (1970), enforced

' As the party asserting the FAA as an affirmative defense, the Re-
spondent has the burden of proof to show that the agreements at issue
are subject to the FAA. The assertion of the FAA as an affirmative
defense requires me to address its reach in this decision. Though, as
the Respondent notes, many courts have disagreed with the Board’s
rationale in D. R. Horton, et. al., the precise issue of whether a particu-
lar agreement to arbitrate is a “maritime transaction or a contract evi-
dencing a transaction involving commerce” has not been squarely ad-
dressed.
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in relevant part, 148 U.S.App.D.C. 119, 459 F.2d 1143
(1972), aft’d, 412 U.S. 84, 93 S.Ct. 1961, 36 L.Ed.2d 764
(1973), and this Court has concluded that, at the Board’s re-
quest, a District Court may enjoin enforcement of a state-
court injunction “where [the Board’s] federal power pre-
empts the field.” NLRB v. Nash-Finch Co., 404 U.S. 138, 144,
92 S.Ct. 373,377,30 L.Ed.2d 328 (1971).

The Board has determined that these exceptions apply in the
wake of Bill Johnson’s and BE&K Construction. See, e.g.,
Allied Trades Council (Duane Reade Inc.), 342 NLRB 1010,
1013, fn. 4 (2004); Teamsters, Local 776 (Rite Aid), 305 NLRB
832, 835 (1991). Moreover, particular litigation tactics may
fall within the exception even if the entire lawsuit may not be
enjoined. Wright Electric, Inc., 327 NLRB 1194, 1195 (1999),
enfd. 200 F.3d 1162 (8th Cir. 2000); Dilling Mechanical Con-
tractors, 357 NLRB 544 (2011). As such, since the Board has
concluded that agreements such as those comprising the MAA
explicitly restrict Section 7 activity, the Respondent’s attempt
to enforce the MAA in state court by moving to compel arbitra-
tion fall within the unlawful objective exception in Bill John-
son’s. See Neiman Marcus Group, supra.

The Respondent argues that numerous courts have found
agreements such as the MAA to be lawful and enforceable.
While this is true, the Board has held that agreements such as
the MAA violate the Act, and the Supreme Court has not ruled
otherwise. The Respondent, by its actions in court, is challeng-
ing Board case law which very clearly holds the MAA violates
the Act. The motion to compel arbitration, which by virtue of
the MAA can only be on an individual basis, is the crux of the
challenge. Inherent in this challenge are risks, which the Re-
spondent is assuming by declining to follow the Board’s case
law as it works its way through the system.

C. The MAA and Board Charges

Complaint paragraphs 4(b) and 5 allege that the Respondent
violated Section 8(a)(1) by maintaining, at all material times
since at least April 28, 2014, which would reasonably be read
by employees to prohibit them from filing unfair labor practice
charges with the Board.

The Lutheran Heritage test set forth above applies to this al-
legation. I find that employees would reasonably construe the
MAA as restricting their access to file charges with the Board.

The MAA is worded very broadly, and explicitly states it ap-
plies to “any dispute, demand, claim, controversy, cause of
action, or suit (collectively referred to as “Dispute”) that Em-
ployee may have” at any time that that “in any way arises out
of, involves, or relates to Employee’s employment” with the
Respondent. This would certainly encompass an unfair labor
practice charge with the Board.

More specifically, the MAA includes disputes involving:

wrongful termination, wages, compensation, work hours, . . .
sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on
any class protected by federal, state or municipal law, and all
Disputes involving interference and/or retaliation relating to
workers’ compensation, family or medical leave, health and
safety, harassment, discrimination, and/or the opposition of

harassment or discrimination, and/or any other employment-
related Dispute.

Certainly, disputes about wrongful termination, wages, com-
pensation, and hours could comprise unfair labor practice
claims. Discrimination based on Section 7 activity also is en-
compassed by this language.

The MAA then proceeds to state it applies to disputes under
various federal laws, ending with a catchall that it applies to
disputes under :

all other federal, state, and municipal statutes, regulations,
codes, ordinances, common laws, or public policies that regu-
late, govern, cover, or relate to equal employment, wrongful
termination, wages, compensation, work hours, invasion of
privacy, false imprisonment, assault, battery, malicious prose-
cution, defamation, negligence, personal injury, pain and suf-
fering, emotional distress, loss of consortium, breach of fidu-
ciary duty, sexual harassment, harassment and/or discrimina-
tion based on any class protected by federal, state or munici-
pal law, or interference and/or retaliation involving workers’
compensation, family or medical leave, health and safety,
harassment, discrimination, or the opposition of harassment or
discrimination, and any other employment-related Dispute in
tort or contract.

That this would encompass some claims under the NLRA re-
quires no explanation. The only claims explicitly excluded are
benefits under unemployment compensation laws or workers’
compensation laws.

The Respondent contends that the MAA would not be inter-
preted to apply to Board charges because of the following lan-
guage:

By agreeing to arbitrate all Disputes, Employee and Company
understand that they are not giving up any substantive rights
under federal, state or municipal law (including the right to
file claims with federal, state or municipal government agen-
cies).

The Respondent contends that because of the explicit statement
that claims with federal, state, or municipal agencies are ex-
cluded from the MAA, any misinterpretation of the MAA
would be manifestly unreasonable. I disagree.

To begin with, the MAA specifically states claims of sexual
harassment, harassment and/or discrimination based on any
class protected by federal law are subject to mandatory individ-
ual arbitration. These are all patently clear examples of claims
that arise under the civil rights statutes the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) enforces, i.e., Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans with Disabilities
Act, and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act.*’ Yet the
MAA also states that nothing would preclude an employee
from filing a charge with a federal agency, ostensibly including
the EEOC.?' The only way to reconcile these two provisions is
to read the MAA as not precluding filing a charge with an ad-

0 These statutes are respectively codified at 42 U.S.C. 2000 et seq.;
42 U.S.C. 121-1 et seq; and 20 U.S.C. 633a.

2l The EEOC’s charge-filing process is
http://eeoc.gov/employees/howtofile.cfm.

described  at

19 of 22



Case: 16-60312 Document: 00513515240 Page: 19 Date Filed: 05/20/2016
Case: 16-3162  Document: 1-1 Filed: 08/12/2016  Pages: 99
HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC. 15

ministrative agency, yet in the end those disputes must be re-
solved only through final and binding arbitration under the
MAA rather than through whatever fruits filing a charge or
other similar effort may bear. The same rationale holds true for
Board proceedings, given that the MAA requires individual
arbitration of disputes over “wrongful termination, wages,
compensation, work hours.” This begs the question: Why
would any employee bother to file a charge? A reasonable
employee, not versed in how various federal, state, and local
agencies process claims, would take it at face value that the
topics specifically included as falling within the MAA would
be subject to arbitration. This is particularly true given that the
MAA explicitly excludes benefits under unemployment com-
pensation laws or workers’ compensation laws, but not under
the NLRA.

Considering that ambiguities must be construed against the
drafter of the MAA, which is the Respondent, I find the MAA
violates Section 8(a)(1) because employees would reasonably
believe the MAA requires arbitration of employment-related
claims covered by the Act. See Aroostook County Regional
Ophthalmology Center, 317 NLRB 218 (1995).

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

(1) The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., is an em-
ployer within the meaning of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act.

(2) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining and enforcing a mandatory arbitration agreement
(MAA) requiring all employment-related disputes to be submit-
ted to individual binding arbitration.

(3) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act
when it enforced the MAA by asserting the MAA in litigation
the Charging Party brought against the Respondent.

(4) The Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by
maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that employees
reasonably would believe bars or restricts their right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

REMEDY

Having found that the Respondent has engaged in certain un-
fair labor practices, I shall order it to cease and desist therefrom
and to take certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the
policies of the Act.

As I have concluded that the MAA is unlawful, the recom-
mended order requires that the Respondent revise or rescind it
in all of its forms to make clear to employees that the arbitra-
tion agreement does not constitute a waiver of their right to
maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective actions
in all forums, and that it does not restrict employees’ right to
file charges with the National Labor Relations Board. The
Respondent shall notify all current and former employees who
were required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in
any form that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised,
provide them a copy of the revised agreement. Because the
Respondent utilized the MAA on a corporatewide basis, the
Respondent shall post a notice at all locations where the MAA,
or any portion of it requiring all employment-related disputes to
be submitted to individual binding arbitration, was in effect.

See, e.g., U-Haul Co. of California, supra, fn. 2 (2006); D. R.
Horton, supra, slip op. at 17; Murphy Oil, supra.

I recommend the Respondent be required to notify the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District of California in Ortiz v.
Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D.
Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Central District of
California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-
00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or revised the
mandatory arbitration agreements upon which it based its mo-
tion to dismiss these actions and to compel individual arbitra-
tion of the claims, and inform the court that it no longer oppos-
es the actions on the basis of the arbitration agreement.

I recommend the Company be required to reimburse em-
ployees for any litigation and related expenses, with interest, to
date and in the future, directly related to the Company’s filing
its motion to compel arbitrations in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.). Determining the applicable rate of interest on the reim-
bursement will be as outlined in New Horizons, 283 NLRB
1173 (1987), (adopting the Internal Revenue Service rate for
underpayment of Federal taxes). Interest on all amounts due to
the employees shall be computed on a daily basis as prescribed
in Kentucky River Medical Center, 356 NLRB 6 (2010).

On these findings of fact and conclusions of law and on the
entire record, I issue the following recommended®

ORDER

The Respondent, Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma, with a place of business in Sacramento, California,
its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, shall

1. Cease and desist from

(a) Maintaining a mandatory arbitration agreement that em-
ployees reasonably would believe bars or restricts the right to
file charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

(b) Maintaining and/or enforcing a mandatory arbitration
agreement that requires employees, as a condition of employ-
ment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective actions
in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

(c) In any like or related manner interfering with, restrain-
ing, or coercing employees in the exercise of the rights guaran-
teed to them by Section 7 of the Act.

2. Take the following affirmative action necessary to effec-
tuate the policies of the Act.

(a) Rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of its
forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear to employees
that the arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of
their right to maintain employment-related joint, class, or col-
lective actions in all forums, and that it does not restrict em-
ployees’ right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

(b) Notify all current and former employees who were re-
quired to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in any form

2 If no exceptions are filed as provided by Sec. 102.46 of the
Board’s Rules and Regulations, the findings, conclusions, and recom-
mended Order shall, as provided in Sec. 102.48 of the Rules, be adopt-
ed by the Board and all objections to them shall be deemed waived for
all purposes.
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that it has been rescinded or revised and, if revised, provide
them a copy of the revised agreement.

(c) Notify the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of
California in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,2:13-cv-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and the U.S. District Court for the Cen-
tral District of California in Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that it has rescinded or
revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which it
based its motions to dismiss the class and collective actions and
to compel individual arbitration of the employees’ claim, and
inform the respective courts that it no longer opposes the ac-
tions on the basis of the arbitration agreement.

(d) In the manner set forth in this decision, reimburse the
plaintiffs who filed suit in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc.,
2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby
Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), for any
reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses that she may
have incurred in opposing the Respondent’s motion to dismiss
the wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

(e) Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at all
facilities in California the attached notice marked “Appendix
A,” and at all other facilities employing covered employees,
copies of the attached notice marked “Appendix B.”* Copies
of the notice, on forms provided by the Regional Director for
Region 31, after being signed by the Respondent’s authorized
representative, shall be posted by the Respondent and main-
tained for 60 consecutive days in conspicuous places including
all places where notices to employees are customarily posted.
In addition to physical posting of paper notices, the notices
shall be distributed electronically, such as by email, posting on
an intranet or an internet site, and/or other electronic means, if
the Respondent customarily communicates with its employees
by such means. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Re-
spondent to ensure that the notices are not altered, defaced, or
covered by any other material. In the event that, during the
pendency of these proceedings, the Respondent has gone out of
business or closed the facility involved in these proceedings,
the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense, a
copy of the notice to all current employees and former employ-
ees employed by the Respondent at any time since April 28,
2014.

(f) Within 21 days after service by the Region, file with the
Regional Director a sworn certification of a responsible official
on a form provided by the Region attesting to the steps that the
Respondent has taken to comply.

Dated, Washington, D.C. September 8, 2015

APPENDIX A

NoTICE To EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

2 If this Order is enforced by a judgment of a United States court of
appeals, the words in the notice reading “Posted by Order of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board” shall read “Posted Pursuant to a Judg-
ment of the United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order of the
National Labor Relations Board.”

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated
Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires our employees, as a condition of
employment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of your right
to maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

WE WILL notify the courts in which the employees filed their
claims in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-
TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig v. Hobby Lobby Stores,
Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D. Cal.), that we have rescind-
ed or revised the mandatory arbitration agreement upon which
we based our motion to dismiss her collective wage claim and
compel individual arbitration, and we will inform the court that
we no longer oppose the employees’ claims on the basis of that
agreement.

WE WILL reimburse the plaintiffs in Ortiz v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 2:13-cv-01619-TLN-DAD (E.D. Cal.), and Fardig
v. Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc., 8:14-cv-00561-JVSAN (C.D.
Cal.), for any reasonable attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses
that she may have incurred in opposing our motion to dismiss
her collective wage claim and compel individual arbitration.

HoBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.
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APPENDIX B

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
An Agency of the United States Government

The National Labor Relations Board has found that we violated
Federal labor law and has ordered us to post and obey this no-
tice.

FEDERAL LAW GIVES YOU THE RIGHT TO

Form, join, or assist a union

Choose representatives to bargain with us on your be-
half

Act together with other employees for your benefit and
protection

Choose not to engage in any of these protected activi-
ties.

WE WILL NOT maintain a mandatory arbitration agreement
that our employees reasonably would believe bars or restricts
their right to file charges with the National Labor Relations
Board.

WE WILL NOT maintain and/or enforce a mandatory arbitra-
tion agreement that requires our employees, as a condition of

employment, to waive the right to maintain class or collective
actions in all forums, whether arbitral or judicial.

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce our employees in the exercise of the rights
listed above.

WE WILL rescind the mandatory arbitration agreement in all
of its forms, or revise it in all of its forms to make clear that the
arbitration agreement does not constitute a waiver of your right
to maintain employment-related joint, class, or collective ac-
tions in all forums, and that it does not restrict your right to file
charges with the National Labor Relations Board.

WE WILL notify all current and former employees who were
required to sign the mandatory arbitration agreement in all of
its forms that the arbitration agreement has been rescinded or
revised and, if revised, we will provide them a copy of the re-
vised agreement.

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.

The Administrative Law Judge’s decision can be found at
www.nlrb.gov/case/20-CA—139745 or by using the QR code
below. Alternatively, you can obtain a copy of the decision
from the Executive Secretary, National Labor Relations Board,
1099 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20570, or by calling
(202) 273-1940.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.
Petitioner
V. No. 16-60312
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
Respondent

and

THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE
RELIGIOUS RIGHT TO ORGANIZE

Intervenor

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

STATUS REPORT OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
Pursuant to the Court’s Order of July 7, 2016, which placed this case in
abeyance and required that a status report be filed every 30 days, the National
Labor Relations Board (“the Board”), by its Deputy Associate General Counsel,
respectfully submits this status report: On August 3, 2016, the United States Court
of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit denied the Board’s motion to dismiss a petition
for review of the same Board order at issue in this case. In addition, the Seventh

Circuit ordered the Board to notify the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation
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(“Panel”) that two petitions for review have been filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §

2112(a)(3). The Board notified the Panel on August 10, 2016.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Linda Dreeben

Linda Dreeben

Deputy Associate General Counsel
National Labor Relations Board
1015 Half Street S.E.

Washington, DC 20570

(202) 273-2960

Dated at Washington, D.C.
this 10th day of August 2016
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INC.
Petitioner
V. No. 16-60312
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
Respondent

and

THE COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE THE
RELIGIOUS RIGHT TO ORGANIZE

Intervenor

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on August 10, 2016, I electronically filed the foregoing

document with the Clerk for the Court of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Fifth Circuit by using the appellate CM/ECF system. I further certify that this
document was served on all parties or their counsel of record through the appellate
CM/ECF system.

s/ Linda Dreeben

Linda Dreeben

Deputy Associate General Counsel

National Labor Relations Board

1015 Half Street S.E.
Washington, DC 20570

3



Case: 16-60312 Document: 00513632575 Page: 4 Date Filed: 08/10/2016

Case: 16-3162  Document: 1-1 Filed: 08/12/2016  Pages: 99

(202) 273-2960

Dated at Washington, D.C.
this 10th day of August 2016
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Court of Appeals Docket #: 16-60312

Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. v. NLRB

Appeal From: National Labor Relations Board
Fee Status: Fee Paid

Docketed: 05/20/2016
Termed: 08/12/2016

Case Type Information:
1) Agency
2) Petition for Review
3)

Originating Court Information:
District: NLRB-1 : 20-CA-139745
Date Decided:

Date Rec'd COA:

05/18/2016 05/19/2016
Prior Cases:
None
Current Cases:
Lead Member Start End
Related
16-60034 16-60129 05/27/2016
16-60034 16-60312 05/27/2016

Panel Assignment:  Not available

HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INCORPORATED
Petitioner

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD
Respondent

Ronald Wayne Chapman, Jr.

Direct: 214-369-9216

Email: ron.chapman@ogletreedeakins.com

Fax: 214-987-3927

[COR LD NTC Retained]

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C.
Suite 500

8117 Preston Road

Preston Commons, W.

Dallas, TX 75225

Christopher Charles Murray, Esq.

Direct: 317-916-2522

Email: christopher.murray@ogletreedeakins.com
Fax: 317-916-9076

[COR NTC Retained]

Ogletree Deakins, P.C.

Suite 4600

111 Monument Circle

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Linda Dreeben, Esq., Deputy Associate General Counsel

Direct: 202-273-2960

Email: appellatecourt@nirb.gov

Fax: 202-273-0191

[COR LD NTC Government]

National Labor Relations Board

Appellate & Supreme Court Litigation Branch
Suite 4163

1015 Half Street, S.E.

Washington, DC 20570

Valerie L. Collins

Direct: 202-273-1978

Email: valerie.collins@nlirb.gov

[COR NTC Government]

National Labor Relations Board

Appellate & Supreme Court Litigation Branch
1015 Half Street, S.E.

Washington, DC 20570

https://ecf.ca5.uscourts.gov/cmect/servlet/TransportRoom
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Joseph F. Frankl

Direct: 415-356-5130

Fax: 415-356-5156

[NTC For Information Only]
National Labor Relations Board
Region 20

Suite 400

901 Market Street

San Francisco, CA 94103-1735

Elizabeth Ann Heaney, Esq.

Direct: 202-273-1743

Email: elizabeth.heaney@nirb.gov

Fax: 202-273-0191

[COR NTC Government]

National Labor Relations Board

Appellate & Supreme Court Litigation Branch
1015 Half Street, S.E.

Washington, DC 20570

David A. Rosenfeld

Direct: 510-337-1001

Email: courtnotices@unioncounsel.net
Fax: 510-337-1023

[NTC Retained]

Weinberg, Roger & Rosenfeld

Suite 200

1001 Marina Village Parkway
Alameda, CA 94501
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https://ecf.ca5.uscourts.gov/cmect/servlet/TransportRoom
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HOBBY LOBBY STORES, INCORPORATED,
Petitioner
V.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD,

Respondent
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05/20/2016 ] AGENCY CASE docketed. Petition for review filed by Petitioner Hobby Lobby Stores, Incorporated. Date
22 pg, 450.76 kB received in 5th Circuit: 05/19/2016. Administrative Record due on 06/29/2016. [16-60312] (DLJ)
05/24/2016 [ INITIAL CASE CHECK by Attorney Advisor complete, Action: Case OK to Process. [8210177-2] Initial AA
Check Due satisfied. [16-60312] (DLJ)
05/26/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM received from Ms. Linda Dreeben, Esq. for NLRB for the court's review. Lead
Counsel? Yes.. THE IMAGE FOR THIS FILING WILL NOT BE VIEWABLE AS IT CONTAINS SENSITIVE
INFORMATION. [16-60312] (Linda Dreeben )
05/26/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM received from Mr. Christopher Charles Murray, Esq. for Hobby Lobby Stores,
Incorporated for the court's review. Lead Counsel? No.. THE IMAGE FOR THIS FILING WILL NOT BE
VIEWABLE AS IT CONTAINS SENSITIVE INFORMATION. [16-60312] (Christopher Charles Murray )
05/26/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM received from Mr. Ronald Wayne Chapman, Jr. for Hobby Lobby Stores,
Incorporated for the court's review. Lead Counsel? Yes.. THE IMAGE FOR THIS FILING WILL NOT BE
VIEWABLE AS IT CONTAINS SENSITIVE INFORMATION. [16-60312] (Ronald Wayne Chapman Jr.)
05/27/2016 [ APPEARANCE FORM FILED by Attorney Linda Dreeben for Respondent NLRB in 16-60312. [16-60312]
(DLJ)
05/27/2016 [ ] APPEARANCE FORM FILED by Attorney Christopher Charles Murray for Petitioner Hobby Lobby Stores,
Incorporated in 16-60312. [16-60312] (DLJ)
05/27/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM FILED by Attorney Ronald Wayne Chapman, Jr., for Petitioner Hobby Lobby Stores,
Incorporated in 16-60312. [16-60312] (DLJ)
06/01/2016 [ UNOPPOSED MOTION to intervene filed by The Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize,
3pg, 9.77 KB in support of Respondent NLRB. [16-60312] REVIEWED AND/OR EDITED - The original text prior to
review appeared as follows: MOTION by David A. Rosenfeld to intervene, on behalf of The Committee to
Preserve the Religious Right to Organize. Date of service: 06/01/2016, via email - Attorney for Petitioners:
Chapman, Murray; Attorney for Respondent: Dreeben; US mail - Attorney for Respondent: Frankl. [16-
60312] (David A. Rosenfeld )
06/07/2016 [ ] LETTER filed by Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize referencing motion to intervene
2 pg, 40.46 KB 8217152-2]. [16-60312] (CMB)
06/08/2016 ] COURT ORDER granting the unoppose motion to intervene [8217152-2] by Committee to Preserve the
2pg, 81 KB Religious Right to Organize in 16-60312 Judge(s): PEH. [16-60312] (CMB)
06/17/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM for the court's review. Lead Counsel? No.. THE IMAGE FOR THIS FILING WILL
NOT BE VIEWABLE AS IT CONTAINS SENSITIVE INFORMATION. [16-60312] (Elizabeth Ann Heaney )
06/20/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM FILED by Attorney(s) Elizabeth Ann Heaney for party(s) Respondent NLRB, in case
16-60312 [16-60312] (CB)
06/29/2016 ] OPPOSED MOTION to stay further proceedings in this court. Reason: until the U.S. Court of Appeals for
4pg,1728kB  the 7th Circuit rules on the Board's motion to dismiss a petition for review of the same Board order at issue
in this case. [16-60312]
REVIEWED AND/OR EDITED - The original text prior to review appeared as follows: MOTION filed by
Respondent NLRB to stay further proceedings in this court.. Date of service: 06/29/2016 via email -
Attorney for Intervenor: Rosenfeld; Attorney for Petitioners: Chapman, Murray; Attorney for Respondents:
Dreeben, Heaney; US mail - Attorney for Respondent: Frankl [16-60312] (Linda Dreeben )
07/01/2016 [ RESPONSE/OPPOSITION [8246569-1] to the motion to stay further proceedings in this court filed by
3pg, 8.41 KB Respondent NLRB in 16-60312 [8243522-2] [16-60312]
REVIEWED AND/OR EDITED - The original text prior to review appeared as follows:
RESPONSE/OPPOSITION filed by Committee to Preserve the Religious Right to Organize [8246569-1] to
the motion to stay further proceedings in this court filed by Respondent NLRB in 16-60312 [8243522-2]
Date of Service: 07/01/2016 via email - Attorney for Intervenor: Rosenfeld; Attorney for Petitioners:
Chapman, Murray; Attorney for Respondents: Dreeben, Heaney; US mail - Attorney for Respondent:
Frankl. [16-60312] (David A. Rosenfeld )
07/06/2016 ] APPEARANCE FORM for the court's review. Lead Counsel? No.. THE IMAGE FOR THIS FILING WILL
NOT BE VIEWABLE AS IT CONTAINS SENSITIVE INFORMATION. [16-60312] (Valerie L. Collins )
07/06/2016 [] APPEARANCE FORM FILED by Attorney Valerie L. Collins for Respondent NLRB, in case 16-60312. [16-
60312] (DLJ)
07/07/2016 ] COURT ORDER granting motion to stay further proceedings in this court until the United States Court of
2pg, 83.22kB  Appeals for the Seventh Circuit rules on the Board’s motion to dismiss a petition for review of the same
Board order at issue in this case filed by Respondent NLRB [8243522-2] (7th Circuit Case No. 16-2297).
Stay Follow-up Due on 08/08/2016 Judge(s): PEH. [16-60312] (AGL)
08/10/2016 [ LETTER filed by Respondent NLRB Notice of Multicircuit Petitions for Review. Date of Service: 08/10/2016
70pg, 2.62MB  Via email - Attorney for Intervenor: Rosenfeld; Attorney for Petitioners: Chapman, Murray; Attorney for

https://ecf.ca5.uscourts.gov/cmect/servlet/TransportRoom &/12/2016
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Respondents: Collins, Dreeben, Heaney; US mail - Attorney for Respondent: Frankl [16-60312] (Linda
Dreeben )
08/10/2016 [ STATUS REPORT from Respondent NLRB advising the 7th Circuit denied the Board's motion to dismiss

4pg, 6.89 KB petition for review, in addition , the Seventh Circuit ordered the Board to notify the Judicial Panel on the
Multidistrict Litigation that two petitions for review have been filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. Sect 2112(a)(3) [16
-60312] REVIEWED AND/OR EDITED - The original text prior to review appeared as follows: STATUS
REPORT from Respondent NLRB Date of Service: 08/10/2016 via email - Attorney for Intervenor:
Rosenfeld; Attorney for Petitioners: Chapman, Murray; Attorney for Respondents: Collins, Dreeben,
Heaney; US mail - Attorney for Respondent: Frankl [16-60312] (Linda Dreeben )

08/12/2016 [ CLERK ORDER transferring appeal to Seventh Circuit U. S. Court of Appeals [16-60312] (CMB)
67 pg, 2.92 MB

https://ecf.ca5.uscourts.gov/cmect/servlet/TransportRoom &/12/2016
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